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ABSTRACT

Under direction of the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and
Conservation Act of 1980, and the subsequent Northwest Power Planning
Council's Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, impacts to
wildlife due to the development and operation of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Dworshak  Project have been examined. Using existing
information, it has been determined that the project has resulted in
the loss of 15.316 acres of elk habitat, 15,286 acres of white-tailed
deer habitat, 16.986 acres of black bear habitat, 14.776 acres of
ruffed grouse habitat, 13.616 acres of pileated woodpecker habitat, and
66 acres of yellow warbler habitat (scrub-shrub/red alder). Acreages
of mallard, Canada goose, river otter, and beaver habitat could not be
determined from existing information. The interagency work group has
recommended that a HEP (Habitat Evaluation Procedure) be used to
determine changes in the quantity and quality of target species habitat
in the study area, due to the development and operation of Dworshak
Reservoir.
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents an analysis of impacts on wildlife and their
habitats as a result of the development and operation of the Dworshak
Project. The study was funded by the Bonneville Power Administration
under the authority of Section 1000 of the Columbia River Basin Fish
and Wildlife Program adopted by the Northwest Power Planning Council
pursuant to Section 4(h) of the Northwest Electric Power Planning and
Conservation Act of 1980. The objectives of this study were to:

1. Summarize the net effects to wildlife (excluding bald eagles and
osprey) resulting from hydroelectric development and operation of
Dworshak Dam.

2. Identify the current status, management goals, and plans of target
wildlife species (excluding bald eagles and osprey) and important
wildlife habitats in the Dworshak Reservoir area.

3. Recommend  wildlife/wildlife habitat protection, mitigation, and
enhancement goals for the Dworshak Reservoir area.

The summary of net effects to wildlife is based on existing information
(Task 2, Objective 1. Project NV. 87-111). Existing information did
not adequately cover the effect of Dworshak Reservoir on most target
species. Areas where information is insufficient to accurately assess
net effects to target species have been identified.

This study (87-111) was conducted concurrently with a Nez Perce  Tribe
study (87-406). which examined Dworshak Project impacts on bald eagles,
osprey, and downstream wildlife species. Both studies were designed to
include interested agencies and other entities. Meetings and field
tours were held concurrently. Agencies and other entities which
participated in all or part of the meetings and field tours included
the Nez Perce Tribe, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),  U.S. Forest
Service (USFS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Idaho
Department of Lands (IDL). Bonneville Power Administration (BPA). and
Northwest Power Planning Council (NWPPC). The Pacific Northwest
Utilities Conference Committee (PNUCC) was coordinated with throughout
this study. but did not attend meetings or the field tour. This study
(project 87-111) was funded by the Bonneville Power Administration.

PRCJECT DESCRIPTION

Dworshak Dam, located 1.9 miles upstream from the mouth of the North
Fork Clearwater River (Figure 1). is a concrete-gravity structure which
rises 717 feet above the riverbed. The hydraulic height of the dam
(depth o f  lake at dam) is 632 feet at full pool. Initial generator
installation includes two 90 megawatt generating units and one 220
megawatt generating unit. Space is provided for the possible future
installation of three additional generator units (USACE 1975).
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Figure 1. Dworshak  Reservoir and vicinity.



The Reservoir created by Dworshak Dam extends 53.6 miles up the North
Fork of the Clearwater River. The surface area of the reservoir at
full pool (1,600 feet msl) is 16,970 acres (USACE  1974) and the
shoreline length is 175 miles (USACE 1975). Major tributary arms of
the reservoir include Elk Creek (7 miles long) and the Little North
Fork (6 miles long). The dam and lower portions of the reservoir are
within the Nez Perce  Indian Reservation.

The Dworshak pool elevation varies from a high of 1,600 msl at full
pool to 1.445 msl at minimum pool. The pool is drawn down in the fall
and winter, and held down during the early spring to provide storage
for spring flood waters. Refilling occurs during the spring and summer
with full pool obtained in early July for the recreational season.
Water released from the reservoir is passed through turbines for
electrical power generation. Water is released on a seasonal basis to
meet flood control criteria. Hydropower needs and constraints dictate
daily operations (USACE  1985b). Recently, water budget requirements
have altered Dworshak releases. Less water is released in the winter
so that additional releases into the Columbia Basin System are possible
in the spring (USACE. pers. commun.).

Dworshak Project lands above the normal pool include 30,935 acres
(USACE 1985b) (Figure 2). These lands are classified towards various
project purposes including project operations, recreation, mitigation,
environmental sensitive, and multiple resource management (USACE  pers.
commun. 1987). Exact acreages allocated to each classification are not
yet available as the final Dworshak Master Plan has not been published,
and land classification titles and acreages have changed somewhat since
the 1985 Draft Master Plan. Because it was the only document
available, acreage figures from the 1985 Draft Master Plan have been
used in this analysis of Dworshak Wildlife Impacts.
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WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY

During the early planning stages for Dworshak Dam and Reservoir, the
project was known as the Bruce's Eddy Project. The name was changed in
1963 to honor the late Senator Henry C. Dworshak of Idaho. The Bruce's
Eddy at-ea was first listed as a potential dam and reservoir site in the
early 1950's. Authority for construction was contained in Public Law
87-874, Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1962, in accordance
with House Document 403. 87th Congress, 2nd Session (USACE  1975). On
September 27, 1971. the river diversion tunnel was sealed and Dworshak
Reservoir was formed.

The history of the Dworshak Project has been filled with studies and
negotiations. From the time the Dworshak Project was first proposed,
therr have been many concerns about the impact of the Dworshak Project
on wildlife, with loss of big game winter range the primary focus
(Norberg  and Trout 1958). Although little data were available,
substantial  impacts to other wildlife species were expected (USFWS
1960. 1962).

Mehrhoff and Sather-Blair (1985) chronicled the history and status of
wildlife mitigation at the Dworshak Project up to 1985:

"In 1960 the USFWS published the first Coordination Act Report (CAR)
for the Dworshak Project. At that time they recommended 24,000 acres
for mitigation in three areas: (1) 4.000 acres between Elk Creek and
Cranberry Creek: (2) 16.000 acres in Big Island - Swamp Creek area: and
(3) 4,000 acres at Smith Ridge. However, later that year the Corps
released Design Memorandum No. 2 (USACE  1961) increasing the size of
the pool area by 52%. This. in essence, invalidated the mitigation
recommendations in the CAR.

"In 1962 the USFWS updated the CAR based on the increase in project
size. The project would now flood approximately 15,000 acres of
terrestrial habitat. This time they recommended 16,000 acres in Big
Island-Swamp Creek area, 10.000 acres on Smith Ridge and clearing of
50-100  arre tracts along the project downstream from the Little North
Fork Clearwater River. The latter areas were intended to mitigate for
white-tailed deer and ruffed grouse losses.

"In March of 1963, the IDFG proposed establishing a 50,800 acre
management area at the junction of the Little North Fork and the North
Fork of the Clear-water Rivers (Heezen 1963). This area encompassed the
headwaters of the Dworshak pool and was referred to as the "Heezen
Block . " It included 34,700 acres of state land administered by the
Idaho State Land Board (ISLE). 13.400 acres of private lands (45% of
which was owned by Potlatch Forest. Inc. (PFI). and 2,700 acres  of
federal  lands. The area was contiguous with Forest Service land and
considered desirable for vegetation manipulation to improve its value
f o r big game (Heezen 1963).



"In March of 1964 the USFWS recommended that the Corps purchase
2.616 acres of private lands and sign management agreements for
remaining 9,600 acres of private land and 34.700 acres of state land.
The proposal for private lands, however, met with opposition from the
Corps and PFI (Sport Fishing Institute 1981). An agreement between
IDFG and ISLB was signed on August 12. 1965 concerning management of
state lands for big game.

"After studies by the USFWS and IDFG within the 'Heezen Block" in 1966,
the USFWS recommended that the management area be reduced to
46.000 acres (USFWS 1966). No management agreements on private lands
were requested. The USFWS recommended that 7.045 acres of private
lands be purchased in fee. About 4,850 acres of this private land was
located in the "Heezen Block" and was commonly referred to as the "hard
core " area. A little over 2.000 acres of private land was added in
this proposal located at the extreme upper end of the reservoir on the
Little North Fork Clearwater River. This area was commonly referred to
as the Gobbler's Knob area. The Corps refused to consider this area as
part of the mitigation acquisition package (USACE  1967). Later in 1967
the IDFG reluctantly signed a management agreement with PFI for the
Gobbler Knob area.

"In response to a request from the Corps in 1967 the USFWS again
submitted a justification report for the mitigation proposed (USFWS
1968a). They submitted that the 46,000 acre Heezen Block was necessary
to develop and manage winter range for elk and mule deer. They
recommended that the "hard core" area be purchased in fee title while
the rest of the private and state lands be managed under agreements
with their respective owners. The greatest vegetation manipulation for
browse production was to occur on the "hard core" lands. In this
report the USFWS estimated that there would be a net increase of 915
elk if the proposed plan was adopted (this figure becomes important in
later negotiations). During 1968 IDFG and the USFWS repeatedly
insisted that the "hard core" lands should be purchased by the Corps
rather than managed under agreement (USFWS 1968b).

"In 1970 the Corps released its Public Use Plan for the Dworshak
Project (USACE  1970). Besides developing the 'hard core" area
exclusively for wildlife, they proposed three other levels of wildlife
management on project lands: (1) fish and wildlife project lands
(3.017 acres) - development freedom except no interference with project
operation: (2) general access lands (10.687 acres) - available for
wildlife use with management designed for wildlife given consideration:
(3) public recreation areas (6.806 acres) - incidental wildlife use
when not a detriment to recreational goals. However, the USFWS
estimated that only 2.000 acres of these lands could be managed for big
game (USFWS 1970).

"In 1971 the IDFG and the USFWS reopened negotiations [with USACE and
other  agencies] on the additional acquisition of Smith Ridge lands.
This proposal was based on the fact that the management agreements in
the Hrezen Block had not succeeded in providing additional benefits to
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big game (Meske 1971). Smith Ridge lands are administered by ISLB, and
they and IDFG could not reach agreement on a management scheme given
their divergent views on timber and browse. [Idaho Department of Lands
(IDL)  is required by law to manage state endowment lands for their
highest economic return. Burning and the subsequent increased browse
production usually did not fit into the IDL timber management goals.]

"In 1972 the USFWS once again was asked to prepare a report justifying
the mitigation proposal. In their report the USFWS stated: 'It is our
judgment that full control of 4,500 acres on Smith Ridge is required,
in addition to the 3.217 acres within project takeline, plus the
5.120 acres of hard core land under intensive management, to adequately
compensate for big game losses caused by construction and operation of
Dworshak Dam and Reservoir.' (USFWS 1972).

"After 1972 the IDFG and USFWS continued to stress the need for
acquisition of the hard core area and Smith Ridge to complete
mitigation. The hard core area was acquired through land transfer with
the Bureau of Land Management in 1978. However, Smith Ridge land
negotiations were deadlocked. [The ISLB suggested that a land exchange
be carried out between the IDL and the USFS that would place the Smith
Ridge lands into USFS ownership. For various reasons, this exchange
and it has not been conducted (IDL. pers. commun.).] In two letters
dated March 14 and November 17. 1981 the Corps suggested to IDFG that
24,000 acres of project lands be used to mitigate for big game losses.
This new proposal was in response to the stalled situation in acquiring
the Smith Ridge area. The Corps proposed to use project lands for
browse production.

'The IDFG responded on February 11. 1983 that '...if sufficient browse
can be developed, mitigation will be considered complete.' The amount
of browse necessary was defined as that '... required to feed 915 elk
for a 100-day winter period.' If this goal [1.8 million annual pounds
of browse] can not be achieved on project land, IDFG suggested that
other off-project lands be obtained, specifically Smith Ridge. The
Corps responded on April 7, 1983, accepting the IDFG's  revised goal and
plans are being made to modify project documents" (Mehrhoff and
Sather-Blair 1985).



MITIGATION TO DATE-

In 1978. 4.028 acres of public land was withdrawn from Bureau of Land
Management administration to Corps of Engineers administration for
mitigation purposes. This land was included in the 5.120 acre hard
core wildlife mitigation area, purchased by the Corps and located at
the confluence of the Little North Fork and the North Fork of the
Clearwater River (Figure 2). The hard core (5.120 acre) area is
located within the original “Heezen Block” (50.800 acres). It is
managed for wildlife under a Memorandum of Understanding signed by the
IDFG and the Corps (Mehrhoff and Sather-Blair 1985).

Presently, 75 subunits, totaling 2,905 acres, have been clear cut and
burned to create brushfields on the hard core mitigation area (USACE
1985a). In addition to these planned clearcuts. another 79 acres have
been cut after the blow down of 1983, bringing the total of created
brushfields to 2.984 acres. Roads. fire lanes, and landings have been
grass seeded and fertilized after burning, for both soil stabilization
and big game spring forage (USACE pers. commun.).

Although not specifically designed for mitigation, 811 acres downstream
of the hard core area have been developed for browse or grass
production during the 1970’s. In addition. seven management units
downstream from the hard core area are designated for future habitat
manipulations, including logging, hand slashing, roller crushing,
burning. herbicide treatments, and selective thinning (USACE  1985a).

Original management agreements between the IDFG and the Idaho State
Land Board and Potlatch  Forest, Inc., signed in the mid-1960’s. are
still acknowledged. However, these agreements, which cover lands in
t h e  original “Heezen Block,” are not effective in mitigating wildlife
impacts (IDFG pers. commun. in Mehrhoff and Sather-Blair 1985). Based-
on preliminary browse production estimates projected to the year 1994.
a total of 563,028 pounds of browse is expected to be produced annually
on Dworshak project lands (USACE pers. commun.). This figure includes
400,150 pounds on the hard core area, 106,598 pounds on naturally
occurring brushf ields. and 56.280 pounds on lower reservoir
developments plus the Gold Creek burn area.



STUDY AREA

The North Fork of the Clearwater River watershed covers 2,440 square
miles with a mean annual run off of 4,100.OOO  acre-feet (USACE  1985b).
The climate is characterized by mild summers and long, cold winters.
Precipitation averages 51 inches annually, ranging from 24 inches near
Dwnrshak Dam to 80 inches near the headwaters of the North Fork (USACE
1985b).

Dworshak Reservoir is located in the Idaho white pine belt. White pine
stands are mixed with grand fir, Douglas fir, Englemann spruce and red
cedar. Much of the drainage bottoms are characterized by climax stands
of cedar and grand fir (USACE 1975). Pure Ponderosa pine stands on
south-facing slopes have become mixed with Douglas fir. Fire and
logging have impacted portions of the study area as seral brushfields
have replaced conifer forests in some areas.

For purposes of this wildlife impact assessment, the study area
includes the 16,970 acre reservoir site and the 30,935 acres of Corps
project lands adjacent to the reservoir (Figure 2). Hence, this
assessment will take into account impacts to wildlife from activities
and habitat manipulations on all project lands, in addition to impacts
from the inundation of 16.970 acres of habitat. The total study area
is 47.905 acres. Impacts to wildlife downstream of Dworshak Dam will
be examined during the concurrent NPZ Perce  Tribe study (BPA Project
NO. 87-406).



At the outset of this study, the interagency work group selected ten
target species and agreed to evaluate the impacts from the operation
and development of the Dworshak Project on each species. These target
species were primarily chosen because of their regional importance to
the area, and/or  because it was felt that they could be used as an
indicator species to represent impacts to other wildlife species with
similar habitat needs (Table 1).

As per contract 87-111. impacts to target species have been assessed
using information existing from past studies and negotiations. In an
effort to augment existing information, long time residents of the
North Fork Clear-water River Basin have been interviewed. Pre-project
aerial photos obtained from the IDL (1968) and USACE (1966) have been
examined to compare pre-construction and post-construction habitat
conditions in the Dworshak pool area.
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Table 1. Target species selected for the Dworshak Wildlife Impact
Assessment.

Species Reason for Selection

Rocky Mountain elk (Cervus elaphus) Important big game species.

White-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) Important big game species.

Ruffed grouse (Bonasa umbellus)-__ _ _ _ _ Important upland game
species.

Pileated woodpecker (Oryocopus pileatus) Indicator species for
old-growth dependent
species.

Beaver (Castor canadensis)

River otter (Lutra canadensis)_____

Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia)

Important aquatic
furbearer.

Indicator species for
aquatic furbearers.

Indicator species for
wildlife associated with
scrub-shrub wetlands.

Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos) Indicator waterfowl
species.

Canada goose (Branta canadensis)_____ Important waterfowl
species.

Black bear (Ursus americanus) Important big game species.

11



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

HABITAT AND LAND USE

Pre-construction Conditions

Prior to inundation, the lower 55.5 miles of the North Fork of the
Clearwater River flowed through a mostly remote area characterized by
extensive timber stands, steep canyon walls, and some scattered bench
and open areas. Major tributaries included the Little North Fork and
Elk Creek.

Most of the land use in the Dworshak Project area was devoted to
forestry uses, by both private corporations and public agencies
(Table 2). Over 60% of the total land acquired by the Corps for the
Dworshak Project was in private ownership (USACE 1985b). Agricultural
activities were limited in the area.

Both logging activities and forest fires greatly influenced the
vegetation structure and composition in the North Fork Clearwater
drainage.

During 1910 and 1919. forest fires burned extensive areas in the Upper
North Fork Clearwater drainage, creating large shrubfields (USFWS
1962). Most of the major burns occurred above the confluence of the
North Fork Clearwater and Little North Fork (Norberg  and Trout 1958).
Logging activities, with the subsequent removal of overstory. led to
the creation of shrubfields in the lower part of the North Fork
drainage (Norberg  and Trout 1958). Although supporting marketable
stands of timber, many of the lower slopes of the North Fork drainage
were not harvested due to rough topography and inaccessible sites
(USACE 1970). The drainage bottoms were dominated by climax stand of
cedar and grand fir (USACE 1975).

Norberg  and Trout (1958) sampled vegetation in the Dworshak Project
area, using quantitative ocular estimations to determine composition
and density of various plant species in the area. They found that six
vegetation zones (Daubenmire 1946) were represented in the Project
area, reported in ascending order: the wheatgrass-bluegrass zone, the
fescue-wheatgrass zone, the ponderosa pine zone, the Douglas fir zone,
the arborvitae-hemlock zone, and the spruce-fir zone. The first two
zones. in which coniferous vegetation was absent, were only represented
in the lower portions of the North Fork drainage.

In climax stands of Douglas fir, arborvitae-hemlock, and spruce-fir,
dense canopies restricted sunlight from reaching the forest floor. In
the ponderosa pine zone, found more in the lower portion of the
proposed Project area, the more open forest canopy allowed large
quantities of sunlight to reach mid-story browse species (Norberg  and
Trout 1958). Norberg  and Trout (1958) concluded that there was no
great difference in the abundance or composition of plant species above
and below the proposed high pool elevations.
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Table 2. Approximate land use acreages of USACE project lands prior to
development of the Dworshak Project (USACE 1975).

Land Use1 Acreage

Cropland  or improved
Unimproved grazing
Cut over timber
Marketable timber
Reproduction timber
River bed
Other

Total

grazing 670
900

2,800
20,000
17.000
2,2002

100
------

43,6703

1 In general terms, cut over timber refers to areas where timber has
recently been harvested: marketable timber refers to stands over 40”
tall and over 9” diameter; and reproduction timber refers to timber
less than 40’ tall and less than 9” diameter.

2 The reason for the difference between this number and the water and
streambed acreage of 1.700 quoted in Table 3, is unknown.

3 This acreage figure does not include the hard core mitigation area.
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Heezen (1962) inventoried streamside vegetation along the North Fork
Clearwater River. Information obtained included species composition,
density, and crown coverage. Thirty species of woody plants were
encountered in the Project area, with seven being coniferous. Grand
fir, western red cedar, and Douglas fir were the most frequently
encountered coniferous species while willow. mountain maple,
serviceberry, redstem  ceanothus, hawthorn, dogwood, bittercherry,
chokecherry, cascara, and elderberry were most important browse species
encountered. The ten major browse species made up 21% of all plants
encountered and 38% of the total crown cover per acre. Coniferous
timber provided 15% of the plants encountered and 30% of the crown
cover. Snowberry and spirea were the most numerous plants in the area,
comprising almost one half of all plants encountered. However,
combined, they only totaled 5% of the crown cover per acre.

The proposed pool area (below elevation 1,600 feet msl) had an average
woody plant density of 19,949 plants per acre, as compared to 24,396
plants per acre for the entire study area (Heezen 1962). All ten
browse species were encountered in the pool area, making up 22% of the
total plants counted and 27X of the crown cover. Conifers made up 17X
of the plants encountered and 33% of the crown cover.

The USFWS (1962) listed the principal cover types that would be
inundated by the proposed Dworshak Reservoir (Table 3). The dense
coniferous type (largely Douglas fir and cedar-hemlock associations)
was generally more prevalent along the south side of the drainage,
while the open coniferous type (Douglas fir and pine associations) was
more typical on the sunny slopes of the north side of the river.

Agricultural land included many small irregular fields used for hay
production and gardening. Thirty-eight sets of improvements other than
roads and bridges were inundated, including logging facilities and home
sites along with various subsistence-type homesteads (USACE  1961).

Steele (1971) studied red alder and other habitat types along the North
Fork of the Clearwater River just prior to inundation. He found that
as a result of fire and logging, only small patches of climax forest
dominated by western red cedar remained in the study area.

Banks and terraces lying within a few meters of the high water line of
the river contained a flora quite different from the red alder habitat
found on higher terraces and along tributaries (Steele 1971). In
general, willow and a small species of sagebrush adapted to gravel bars
comprised the major shrub portion of the vegetation. The species
appeared to be confined to what is probably a layer of cool air flowing
along the river channel. The same conditions which permitted these
species to persist along the river channel also apparently prevented
the invasion of red alder on newly formed alluvium next to the river.
Steele (1971) concluded that the North Fork of the Clearwater River
displayed an unusual combination of temperature and precipitation and
hence contained numerous species uncommon to Idaho.

14



Table 3. Principal cover types within Dworshak Reservoir site (USFWS
1962).

 ~
Cover Type~- Acreage Percent

Open coniferous timber
Dense coniferous timber
Brush
Grass

Agricultural crops
Water and streambed
Total

7,300 43
6.100 36
1.190 7

510 3
170 1

1,700 10
16,970 100
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Post-construction Conditions

The Dworshak Project created a 16.970 surface acre reservoir,
inundating 54 miles of the free-flowing North Fork Clear-water River and
many cumulative miles of tributaries. About 15,270 acres of low
elevation vegetation were lost along with the river and streambed
(1,700 acres). Steele (1971) stated that the loss of red alder habitat
to the Dworshak Reservoir threatens certain disjunct and endemic
populations  along the North Fork. When Dworshak Reservoir filled, only
a third of this unusual habitat remained (Steele 1971).

Because of flood control and power needs, the reservoir is drawn down
every fall and winter from the high pool elevation of 1,600 feet msl.
In the years that the low pool elevation of approximately 1,445 feet
msl is reached, 7,367 acres of shoreline and mudflats  are exposed,
preventing the establishment of normal riparian species (Asherin and
Orme 1978). Annual forbs and grasses invade the exposed banks every
year on the lower half of the reservoir (Asherin and Orme 1978).

In most winters, solid ice forms on upper Dworshak Reservoir and
extends down as far as Magnus Bay. with open water below that point
(Meske 1977). In exceptionally cold winters, the entire reservoir
freezes over. Reservoir operations (lowering water levels) in the
winter often expose and weaken ice along the reservoir edges. The huge
blocks  of ice left on steep hillsides can make a formidable barrier to
big game movements (Meske 1975).

The creation of Dworshak Reservoir increased human access to areas
surrounding the North Fork Clearwater drainage. In 1984, 348,320
people used recreational sites along Dworshak Reservoir (USACE  1985b).
Also, the reservoir may have helped access some timber stands, (by
means of reservoir transport), which in the past were considered
impractical to harvest because of terrain, extreme cost of removal, and
high costs of access roads.

Creation of Dworshak Reservoir has also led to changes on part of the
30.935 acres of project lands that the Corps purchased adjacent to
Dworshak Reservoir. These lands are classified and managed for various
project purposes and functions. Specific habitat alterations have
occurred on project lands because of dam and powerhouse construction,
log handling facilities, road construction, recreation facilities,
wildlife management, and wildlife mitigation.

A total of 247 acres of project land near Ahsahka is classified as
project operations land (USACE 1985b). The dam. powerhouse, rock

quarry. and related structural facilities occupy about 124 acres of the
project operations land. In the mid-1970’s. the USACE contracted and
planted approximately 200,000 trees and shrubs in the canyon below the
dam. Although the planting effort has reclaimed part of the area for a
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few species of wildlife, human disturbance and the actual presence of
structures have combined to make the area of limited value for most
target wildlife species. Project operations land covers an additional
22.4 acres of land at Evans Creek (future overnight camp) and
29.3 acres of land in the Little North Fork (old quarry). Thus, of the
299 acres of project operations land, approximately 153 acres have been
lost to target wildlife species due to construction of the dam,
powerhouse, rock quarries, and related facilities. The additional
146 acres of project operations land have undergone changes in wildlife
habitat quality.

Land use classifications for present and future log handling facilities
cover 184 acres of project lands. These areas, located close to the
shoreline, are characterized by log piles, dirt roads, machinery, and
noise. The areas are used seasonally.

A total of 1.245 acres have been allocated to recreation high density
(Figure 3). 1,120 acres have been allocated to recreation high density
future, and 4,083 acres have been allocated to recreation low density
(USACE 1985b). Of the total acreage allocated to recreation around
Dworshak Reservoir, 300 acres have actually been developed with parking
lots, buildings, plantings, etc. (USACE, pers. commun.). Additional
development is expected in the future.

An estimated 3.200 acres of project timberland (USACE  1961) was
originally needed to build approximately 27 miles of new roads on
project lands (USACE  1970). Most of these roads are used seasonally.
Asherin and Orme (1978) delineated 63.2 acres of roads on Dworshak
Project lands.

A total of 811 acres of project lands have been developed for wildlife
browse or grass production during the 1970's. In addition, seven
management units are designated for future habitat manipulations (USACE
1985). A total of 2,905 acres have been clearcut  and burned on the
hard c-ore mitigation area (USACE 1985). Another 79 acres have been cut
since the blow down of 1983. Most habitat manipulations for wildlife
have changed cover types from dense coniferous timber to brush.

Asherin and Orme (1978) inventoried vegetation on 24,376.5  acres of
Dworshak project lands (Table 4). This inventory did not include the
5.120 acre hard core wildlife mitigation area. Eighty-nine percent of
the land along the reservoir was in coniferous overstory. 5.5% in
brushfield. 4.12 in grassland or brackenfern, and 1.0% in red alder
vegetation types. Asherin and Orme (1978) considered the red alder/
maidenhair fern vegetation type to be rare along the reservoir, as was
the western hemlock type, which was found in only one location along
the Little North Fork arm of the reservoir.

A majority of the land adjacent to the project lands is owned by
Potlatch Corporation, or the State Department of  Lands (USACE 1985).
Much of the land has been clearcut  in the past, with the remaining
stands expected to be cut in the future (USACE pers. commun. 1987).

17



Dwomhak
0 ploled

a
IDAHO

ELK RIVER
0

Elk Creek

Recreation  Sites
1.
2 Big Eddy
3. Merry’s Bay
4. Canyon Creek
5. Freeman Creek
8. Three Meadows
7. cold spring
8. Dent Acres
9. Dent Orchards

10. Magnus  Bay
11. Grandad Creek
12. Boehls
13. Little North Fork

HEADQUARTERS
0

Future A
Recreation  Sites
14.
15. Elk Creek.
18. Magnus  Bay
17. High M
18.
19.

N

t

0
,.,,,

Scale In Miles

Figure 3. Dworshak Reservoir  and recreation sites.
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Table 4. Hectares and acres of vegetation and landform  types
encompassing Corps take lands along Dworshak Reservoir (Asherin and
Orme 1978).

type-__

% of Total
Hectares Acres Area

Brackenfernlorchardgrass-timothy

Cheatgrass brome/buckhorn plantain

Kentucky bluegrass-cheatgrass brome-
orchardgrass

Mallow ninebark-creambush oceanspray

Mockorange/cheatgrass  brome

Western hemlock

Western redcedarlmaidenhair fern

Douglas fir/serviceberry-common  snowberry

Grand fir/maidenhair fern

Mixed conifer (grand fir)/thimbleberry

Mixed conifer (Western redcedar)/
thimbleberry

Mixed conifer (Douglas fir)/serviceberry-
thimbleberry

Red alder/maidenhair fern

Ponderosa pine/common snowberry

Ponderosa pine/cheatgrass brome

Roads

Marinas and public access areas

Total

145.7 360.1 1.5

107.7 266.1 1.1

154.1 380.7 1.6

431.9 1067.3 4.3

118.3 292.3 1.2

54.3 134.1 0.6

671.1 1658.4 6.8

2230.3 5510.9 22.6

517.3 1278.3 5.2

1420.8 3510.7 14.4

1330.9 3288.7 13.5

2099.5 5187.9 21.3

93.3 230.4

35.9 88.8

424.7 1049.4

25.6 63.2

3.7 9.2

9865.1 24.376.5

1.0

0.4

4.3

0.3

0.04

100.0

-~
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TARGET SPECIES

ELK

Pre-construction Conditions-~~__

The Cleat-water River drainage is one of the most important big game
areas in Idaho and the nation (USACE  1975). Elk and deer herds are
nationally known, and draw hunters from all over the United States.
The North Fork Clearwater drainage supports the second largest elk herd
in the Clearwater Basin (USACE 1975).

In 1910 and again in 1919. large forest fires swept through the upper
part of the drainage, creating vast brushfields on 180 square miles of
potential elk winter range (USFWS 1962). Approximately 57 square miles
of elk winter range in the Dworshak area was also burned. This,
coupled with an increase in logging operations at lower elevations,
contributed to an increase of elk numbers in the lower North Fork
(Dworshak area) (USFWS 1962).

Norherg and Trout (1958) counted 5,329 elk in the North Fork Clearwater
drainage during winter census work. Approximately 11% (720 animals) of
the elk were counted in the proposed Dworshak pool area. It was felt
that elk numbers were still increasing in the area, based on additional
forage becoming available after logging activities. Norberg  and Trout
(1958) summarized that "... the value of this range (Dworshak) cannot be
measured in terms of square miles or even in terms of total amount of
available food. Its greatest value is its ability to keep animals
alive during short emergency periods. Loss of this range would mean a
beginning of excessive big game population fluctuations."

The elk population in the North Fork Clearwater drainage was estimated
at 12,000 animals in 1956 (USFWS 1962). The average annual harvest of
elk from 1956 to 1960 was about 2.400 animals. The annual elk
population of the North Fork during a 50 year period of analysis was
expected to average about 18,000 animals (USFWS 1962).

Later studies (USFWS 1973). using elk harvest statistics collected by
the IDFG for the period 1954-1971, indicated that the North Fork elk
population peaked between 1959 and 1963. A peak elk population of
13.773 animals and an average late winter population of 11.431 animals
were calculated for the North Fork drainage (USFWS 1973). After this
time. elk numbers were believed to begin a slow decline, as deciduous
shrubfields became decadent and conifer invasion occurred (USACE  1975).

Post-construction Conditions

Development and operation of the Dworshak project inundated about
15.100 acres of elk and deer winter range (USFWS 1962). The stream bed
and agricultural lands were not included as elk habitat (Table 3). At
least 216 acres of habitat have been lost on Dworshak project lands due
to project operations (dam, powerhouse, and related facilities), and
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road construction. An additional 630 acres of wildlife habitat have
been changed due to project operations (146 acres), log handling
(184 acres). and developed recreation (300 acres). A total of
3,795 acres (Table 6) of habitat have been manipulated on Project lands
to create big game browse. New road construction and boating access
have increased the number of people entering the lower North Fork
drainage.

Immediately following inundation by Dworshak Reservoir, major elk
wintering areas downstream from Thompson's Creek included Smith Ridge
and Magnus  Bay. In addition, a few elk wintered throughout the length
of the river downstream to the confluence with the Clearwater  River. A
small concentration of elk occurred in Elk Creek, a few miles upstream
from the mouth (USACE 1975).

Meske (1977) compared 1956 and 1972 elk census data with three year
average harvest data for 1958 to 1960 and 1970 to 1972. The data
pertained to elk population and harvest numbers from Grandad  Bridge on
Dworshak Reservoir to the headwaters of the North Fork. The decline in
the elk population was 24%, while the decline in the harvest rate was
442. However, statewide elk harvest, based on 1956 and 1972 estimates,
had declined 59%.

Asherin and Orme (1978) conducted an aerial count of elk along the
lower 33 miles of Dworshak Reservoir in April, 1976. A total of 134
elk were counted.

Elk counts in the Smith ridge area have increased from 100 animals in
1976 to 439 animals in 1985. Bulls only hunting was implemented in the
area, starting in 1977 (IDFG pers. commun.).

IDFG and USACE personnel surveyed nearly the entire reservoir by
helicopter on winter flights in 1984 and 1985. A total of 513 elk were
counted in 1984, and 937 were counted in 1985 (IDFG 1985). The largest
concentrations were found between Reeds Creek and Slide Creek on the
south side of the reservoir, and Squires Creek to Thrasher Creek in the
Smith Ridge area.

In the past ten years, timber harvest has increased dramatically on
adjacent lands to the point where potential thermal and hiding cover is
rapidly disappearing (USACE pers. commun.).

Impact Assessment

The study area provided 46,035 acres of elk habitat prior to the
Dworshak Project. Following inundation and Project land development,
30.719 acres of habitat remained.
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Pre-construction habitat (15,100 + 30,935) 46.035 acres
Habitat Lost

Inundation 15,100 acres
Roads 63 acres
Project Operations 153 acres

Total  Habitat Lost 15,316 acres
Post-construction habitat 30,719 acres

Estimated Elk Lost 720t animals
Habitat Changed

Project Operations 146 acres
Log Handling 184 acres
Recreation Developments 300 acres
Browse Developments 3,795 acres

Total Habitat Changed 4,425 acres

The Sport Fishing Institute (1981) chronicles over 20 years of studies
and negotiations concerning Dworshak Reservoir impacts on elk. Early
in 1983. the IDFG and USAGE agreed on a mitigation goal of producing
sufficient browse on hard core and other Dworshak Project lands to feed
915 elk for a 100 day winter period. To achieve this goal,
1.830.000 pounds would need to be available annually from December 15
through March 25. Based on preliminary browse production estimates,
projected to the year 1994, a total of 563.028 pounds of browse is
expected to be produced annually on Dworshak Project lands (USACE  pers.
commun.). This includes 400.150 pounds on the hard core area.
106.598 pounds on naturally occurring brushfields. and 56.280 pounds on
lower reservoir developments plus the Gold Creek burn area.

One of the reasons most of the early work keyed on the impacts to elk
was because of the economic importance of this species to the region
and state. A cooperative study of the economic impact of elk hunting
in Idaho recently completed by IDFG and the USFS estimated the value of
a WFUD (Wildlife and Fish User Day) in 1982 at $100. In 1985. an
estimated 68.450 hunter days were spent in IDFG big game Units 8A. 9A,
10. and 10A. which is where the Dworshak Project is located. This
represents a net economic value of elk of over 6.8 million dollars in
the four management units in which the Dworshak Project is a part of.

Additional Information Needed

A projected total of 563.028 pounds of browse will be produced on
Dworshak project lands in 1994. Since this is only about one third of
the agreed upon browse production goal of 1.8 million pounds, the work
group needs to explore additional alternatives for elk mitigation. The
magnitude of timber harvesting activities on adjacent lands and loss of
thermal and security cover should also be examined and included where
applicable to future mitigation planning. The interagency work group
needs to decide if a Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) should be
conducted  on elk on the Dworshak Project.
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Management Goals, Plans, and Programs

A statewide goal of the IDFG (Toweill et al. 1985a) is to increase elk
populations in areas or units, or portions thereof, where natural
forage is available. Four statewide issues pertaining to the Dworshak
Project include:

(1) Adequacy of food and cover on winter range is a major factor
limiting numbers of elk in many areas.

(2) Quality of some winter ranges is deteriorating because of plant
succession or vegetative changes caused by land management
practices.

(3) Roading and logging in elk habitat increases vulnerability of elk
to harvest, displaces elk, eliminates habitat, and reduces cover.
Thus the ability of the habitat to produce and support elk can be
reduced and game management options restricted.

(4) Elk habitat is lost to residential and recreational development.

Some strategies the IDFG (Toweill et al. 1985a) have developed to deal
wit h these issues include:

(1) The IDFG will work with federal, state, and private land managers
to implement programs of controlled burning and other range
rehabilitation measures on elk winter range.

(2) The IDFG will update and advocate implementation of elk/ logging
guidelines.

(3) The IDFG will encourage decision makers to consider habitat needs
of elk in their land use plans, and to provide mitigation for
critical habitats lost through development whenever possible.

Dworshak Reservoir and project lands are located within small portions
of IDFG big game management Units 8A. 9A, 10, and 10A. The IDFG goal
(Toweill et al. 1985a) is to increase elk populations to 1,000 animals
in Unit 8A. 1,500 animals in Unit 9A. 15.000 animals in Unit 10. and
1.200 animals in Unit 10A.

Two issues in Management Area 3. which includes these units, are:

(l) Full mitigation for elk habitat losses due to Dworshak Reservoir
has not been achieved.

(2) Plant succession is reducing winter range size [over much of Area

31. and the amount of available forage per acre has dramatically
declined.
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Some strategies the IDFG (Toweill et al. 1985a) have developed to deal
with these issues include:

(1) The IDFG will continue to work with the Corps of Engineers to meet
mitigation goals and objectives and intensify efforts with the
State Land Board, USFS, Corps of Engineers, and USFWS to complete
acquisition of needed elk winter range on project lands.

(2) The IDFG will provide the USFS and other land management agencies
with our elk management goals.
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WHITE-TAILED DEER

Pre-construction Conditions

White-tailed deer were ahundant in northern Idaho in the early 1800’s.
By the early 1900's. whitetail populations were low, due to over-
exploitation by trappers, miners, and settlers. After several decades
of protect ion, whitetail numbers probably peaked in the late 1940's and
early 1950’s (Hanna and Meske 1985).

Whitetail habitat in Idaho is dominated by dense coniferous forests
interspersed with natural brushfields. logged areas, river bottoms, and
farm lands. Jageman (1984) summarized white-tailed deer habitat use
patterns in northern Idaho. White-tailed deer subsist primarily on
browse throughout most of the year in northern Idaho, often switching
to grass and forbs in the spring and fall. In winter, deer are usually
located at lower elevations in association with river bottoms or lake
shores (Pengelly 1961). Deer generally use more open sidehills during
milder weather, and dense coniferous stands when temperatures decrease
or snow depth increases. In the best. habitats, severity of winter
appears t o be the major limiting factor on population growth (Hanna and
Meske 1985).

Norberg  and Trout (1958) conducted an aerial search for white-tailed
deer in the North Fork Clearwater drainage during the winter of
1955-56. A total of 411 white-tailed deer was observed in the
drainage. with 95% located from Ahsahka to the mouth of the Little
North Fork. A total of 98.15 (403 animals) of the entire wintering
population was counted in the area that would be inundated by the
proposed Dworshak pool. It was believed that only a small portion of
the whitetail population was counted, due to heavy cover conditions in
the area. All animals were wintering below 3,500 feet in elevation,
with the majority well below 3.000 feet.

Based partly on Norberg  and Trout’s (1958) work, the USFWS (1962)
estimated that 3.000 white-tailed deer wintered in the Dworshak big
game range. most below 2,OO0 feet in elevation and most in the proposed
reservoir site during severe winters.

The white-tailed deer winter range, determined to be about 206 square
miles. extended from the mouth of the North Fork upstream to Skull
Creek (above Canyon Station).  However, 183 square miles (89%)    
o f  the delineated winter range was located in an area that would be
directly influenced by the proposed Bruce’ s Eddy Dam (Norberg and Trout
1958).

The percentage distribution of white-tailed deer was not correlated
with t h e  percentage distribution of burned winter range, as most of t h e
large burns occurred above  whitetail winter range. In the lower area,
where most o f  the whitetails were located, small, scattered burns
combined with logging activities    created excellent white-tailed deer
habitat (Norberg and Trout 1958).

25



The USFWS (1960) stated that most of the winter food for deer occurs in
the brushland or open coniferous types. These cover types accounted
for 8,490 acres of habitat inundated by Dworshak Reservoir (USFWS
1962).

Post-construction Conditions

Development and operation of the Dworshak Project inundated about
15,000 acres of elk and deer winter range (USFWS 1962). Although the
entire reservoir still fell within delineated white-tailed deer winter
range (Norberg  and Trout 1958). most of the actual use occurred in the
lower two-thirds of the proposed reservoir site, from Silver Creek
downstream. Because most white-tailed deer spend critical winter
periods below elevation 2,000 feet, and because the water level in the
North Fork drainage was changed from 940 msl to 1.600 msl with the
completion of Dworshak Reservoir, the deer lost 660 vertical feet of
their former winter range (USACE  1975). The reservoir inundated land
required as emergency winter range for white-tailed deer (Norberg  and
Trout 1958).

Ice formation on Dworshak Reservoir has caused problems for deer.
During the winter of 1971. a minimum of 110 deer fell through the ice
and drowned. In addition, 95 deer on ice were eaten by coyotes (Meske
1972). The deer were browsing on the foliage of felled trees that had
floated on. then frozen into, the lake surface. Meske (1976) reported
that observed losses on the ice alone amounted to over 200 deer that
one year, but the actual loss was probably several times that number.

Meske (1977) studied white-tailed deer browse utilization and movements
after Dworshak Reservoir was filled. He found the majority of the
winter range to be dominated by conifers, with redstem  ceanothus the
primary browse species. The majority of other preferred species such
as mountain maple, serviceberry, and willow had already grown too tall
to be of much benefit to deer. Average browse utilization from 1973 to
1976 progressed from 33% to 58% to 85% to 89%. It was hypothesized
that the deer population had crashed in the 1971-72 winter (when the
reservoir was first being filled) to a point below the carrying
capacity of the remaining winter range, but had rapidly expanded again
to the capacity of the range.

During January 1975, Meske (1977) observed 323 white-tailed deer (by
boat) between Dworshak Dam and Magnus  Bay. It appeared that Magnus  Bay
was a major reservoir crossing point, and that a chronic problem with
ice and coyotes was possible. Fourteen white-tailed deer were
radio-collared during the winters of 1975 and 1976. and followed from
winter range along Dworshak Reservoir to summer range (Meske 1977).
Average distance from winter to summer range was nine airline miles,
ranging from one-half mile to 21 miles.
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Meske (1977) concluded that the thin ribbon of land around lower
Dworshak Reservoir was of high value to wintering white-tailed deer,
and that it was the key to whitetail populations from far surrounding
areas.

Asherin and Orme (1978) counted white-tailed deer along the lower
33 mile:; of Dworshak Reservoir by helicopter in April 1976. This area
included nearly all of the whitetail winter range (Asherin and Orme
1978).

A total of 584 whitetails were counted with 44.2X on the east side and
55.8% on the west side. Major concentration areas included the north
side of Canyon Creek, Little Bav area, Magnus  Bay/Evans Creek, Elk
Creek Recreation Area, mouth of Elk Creek to Cranberry Creek, Oneil
Creek, and Ladds Creek. Asherin and Orme (1978) attempted to evaluate
relative use of major vegetation types by big game species,
particularly white-tailed deer (Table 5). Extensive deer use of
green-up on exposed mud banks at the Dent Acres area and at the mouth
of the Elk Creek arm was observed.
other areas was much lighter.

Use of green-up on mud flats along

IDFG and USACE personnel conducted winter aerial counts of whitetails
along Dworshak during 1984 and 1985. A total of 985 were counted
between the dam and the Little North Fork confluence area in 1984, and
1.088 were counted in 1985.

About 19,200 acres of Corps Project lands below Gold Creek and Elkberry
Creek are included in the major whitetail winter range. Land use
activities on this land have altered whitetail habitat to some degree.

The dam, power plant. rock quarry and related facilities occupy
124 acres of project operations land that was formerly white-tailed
deer winter range. Habitat quality of an additional 123 acres of
project operations land has been rhanged in the lower reservoir area.

Fourteen recreation sites (Figure 3).
of the reservoir,

are located on the lower portion
within whitetail winter range. A total of 270 acres

has been developed with parking lots. buildings, plantings, etc. on
these areas (USACE pers. commun.). Most recreational sites along the
reservoir are characterized by more gentle terrain than is typical for
the rest of the area. A total of 1,870 acres of project lands located
in whitetail winter range have been classified as Recreation High
Density. and 4.083 acres have been classified as Recreation Low Density
(USACE 1985b). Because most recreation activities do not take place
during thr winter. human disturbance probably has a minimal effect on
whitetail winter range.
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Table 5. Comparison of relative winter use by big game on major
vegetation types at four wintering areas along Dworshak Reservoir, 1977
(Asherin and Orme 1978).

Area Major Vegetation Types
No. of Pellet Groups

Date Plots Per Hec (AC)

Little Bay Kentucky bluegrasslcheatgrass
brome-orchardgrass

Cheatgrass brome/plantain

Mixed conifer (Douglas fir)/
serviceberry-thimbleberry

Recent prescribed burn
(burned fall 1976)

Freeman
Acres

Cheatgrass bromelplantain

Mallow ninebark/creambush
oceanspray

Douglas firlserviceberry-
snowberry

Mixed conifer (grand fir)/
thimbleberry

28 April 10

28 April 30

28 April 70

29 April 40

29 April 40

29 April 10

29 April 40

29 April 40

Mouth of Kentucky bluegrasslcheatgrass- 1 May 40
Elk Cr. orchardgrass
Arm

Douglas firlserviceberry- 1 May 40
snowberry

1259.7(510.0)

605.2(245-O)

Grand fir/maidenhair fern 1 May 20

Oneil Creek Kentucky bluegrasslcheatgrass- 30 April 20
orchardgrass

1037.4(420.0)

3371.6(1365-O)

Mallow ninebark/creambush
oceanspray

30 April 20 395.2(160.0)

Douglas firlserviceberry-
snowberry

30 April 40 642.2(260.0)

197.6(80.0)

271.7(110.0)

264.5(107.1)

358.2(145.0)

210.0(85.0)

321.1(130.0)

253.2(102.5)

302.6(122.5)
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Most roads constructed on project lands are used to access recreational
sites, hence the majority of roads are in the lower reservoir area,
through whitetail winter range. Asherin and Orme (1978) delineated a
total of 63 acres of roaded  areas on Dworshak Project lands (Table 4).
Log handling areas cover an additional 100 acres of project lands
within white-tailed deer winter range.

A total of 811 acres of project lands below Grandad  Bridge have been
brush rolled burned, bare root stock planted, hand slashed, logged.
and/or grass seeded during the 1970’s. Meske (1977) examined browse
production and deer use in some of the areas following treatments, and
reported mixed results. In some areas, the number of deer pellet
groups increased following treatment, even though the browse supply was
not substantially changed. In some areas. cattle grazing hurt shrub
seedling survival and browse production.

Impact Assessment

Prior to t h e  Dworshak Project, the study area provided 34.300 acres of
whitetail habitat. Following inundation and Project land development,
19,013 acres of habitat remain.

Meske (1975) agreed with former estimates that white-tailed deer lost
approximately 40% of their winter range with the inundation of Dworshak
Reservoir. and with the 40% reduction in winter range, there was
approximately a 40% reduction in the whitetail population. Based on an
estimated pre-project population of 2,500 whitetails (Meske 1975). this
would mean an estimated loss of 1.000 deer. This was the most recent
attempt to quantify whitetail losses in terms of animal numbers.

Dwnrshak Reservoir inundated 15,100 acres of white-tailed deer winter
range habitat. Major winter range lost due to inundation totaled
approximately 12.000 acres of habitat downstream from Gold Creek and
Elkberry  Creek. Most of this was considered in excellent condition
b e c a u s e of the presence of small scattered burns and logging activities
(Norberg  and Trout 1958). In addition, at least 187 acres have been
lost due to the construction of the dam, power plant, rock quarries,
access  roads, and related facilities. The habitat quality on an
additional 493 acres of project lands due to recreational developments,
log handling facilities. and project operations has been changed.

since the inundation of Dworshak Reservoir, quality has probably
d e l i n e d  overall on whitetail winter range remaining on project lands,
due to vegetative successional trends away from prime brush fields and
more toward conifers. The 811 acres of shrub and grassland treatments
have probably increased the habitat quality and hence the carrying
capacity  of wintering whitetails on project lands for a period of time
after treatment. However, unless habitat quality of these sites in
maintained over time with long term operation and maintenance (O&M),
beneficial impacts on deer will diminish.
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Pre-construction habitat (15,100 + 19,200) 34,300 acres

Habitat Lost
Inundation 15,100 acres
Roads 63 acres
Project Operations 124 acres

Total Habitat Lost 15.287 acres
Post-construction habitat 19,013 acres

Estimated Deer Lost 1.000 animals
Habitat Changed

Project Operations 123 acres
Log Handling 100 acres
Recreation Developments 270 acres
Browse Developments 811 acres

Total Habitat Changed 1.304 acres

There is an economic impact to the region from the loss of white-tailed
deer. White-tailed deer hunters contributed over four million dollars
to Idaho's economy in 1984 (Donnelly and Nelson 1986). Dworshak
Reservoir is located in IDFG's  whitetail management Area 1. Area 1

contained 76% of the estimated white-tailed deer population and
supported 79% of the statewide harvest in 1984.

Additional Information Needed

Existing whitetail impact information needs to be augmented using a
Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) (USFWS 1980) along lower Dworshak
Reservoir. The HEP should be used because (1) data are collected in a
standardized way which can be compared between different points in time
to determine changes in conditions: (2) it is a habitat based approach,
which is less affected by natural variability than population based
approaches: and (3) it was developed by USFWS specifically for
assessing wildlife impacts from water-related projects. The HEP
represents a significant improvement over past practices and. with
further refinement, should expedite more appropriate habitat evaluation
procedures (Sport Fishing Institute 1983). Using a white-tailed deer
Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) model, the quality of winter habitat
inundated and altered on Project lands will be determined. Habitat
quality is expressed at a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI), which ranges
from zero to 1.0. with 1.0 representing optimum conditions. The total
impact of the Dworshak Project on whitetails will be reported in
Habitat Units [quality of habitat (0 to 1.0) multiplied times quantity
(acreage)]. Pre-project aerial photos will be used along with habitat
data collected from representative sites along Dworshak Reservoir.

Management Goals, Plans, and Program?

IDFG statewide white-tailed deer goals include:

1) Maintain the white-tailed deer population that occurs in northern
Idaho at current levels, and
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2) Increase harvest and recreational hunting opportunity in the major
white-tailed deer management units (Hanna and Meske 1985).

Dworshak Reservoir and Project lands are located in IDFG white-tailed
deer management Area 1. This area contained 79% of the statewide
harvest in 1984. The goal in Area 1 is to maintain white-tailed deer
populations, increase harvest, and provide more recreational
opportunity.

The following issues and strategies in management Area 1 pertain to
white-tailed deer and the development and operation of the Dworshak
Project (Hanna and Meske 1985):

ISSUE - Several counties in Area 1 are experiencing rapid human
population growth. Individual dwellings, rural subdivisions, and
recreational developments built on private land are reducing the
quality and quantity of white-tailed deer habitat, especially wintering
areas. The loss of winter range plus increased deer harassment and
mortality primarily from free-ranging dogs has reduced the
environment's ability to support whitetails in several units. This
trend is expected to continue and accelerate in the future.

STRATEGY - The IDFG will (1) cooperate with the appropriate county
planning and zoning commissions to inform them of this problem and work
to minimize impacts on deer: and (2) continue to conduct information
and education programs through the media in an attempt to convince dog
owners to control their pets.

ISSUE - Dworshak Reservoir flooded approximately 80% of the historic
white-tailed deer winter range in the North Fork of the Clearwater
River drainage. Recreational developments by the Corps of Engineers
along the reservoir shoreline will further reduce carrying capacity of
remaining winter ranges. Fluctuations and lowering of pool elevation
during winter increase the loss of deer on and through the ice.

STRATEGY - The IDFG will monitor and evaluate habitat development on
USACE land surrounding Dworshak Reservoir. If mitigation for
whitetails cannot be accomplished on existing lands, the IDFG will seek
additional off-site mitigation through the Bonneville Power
Administration.
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BLACK BEAR

Pre-construction Conditions

Little pre-construction data are available on historical black bear
populations in the North Fork Clearwater  drainage. The U.S. Forest
Service estimated that there were 260 bears in the Clear-water National
Forest in 1924. and 245 bears in 1936 (USFWS 1956). The USFWS (1962)
reported that black bears were especially numerous around Big Island
and that a few were taken each year, mainly for trophies. An estimated
1,300 man-days of hunting for black bears occurred in the North Fork
drainage annually (USFWS 1962).

The North Fork of the Clearwater contained an important portion of the
spawning and rearing habitat for anadromous fish in the Columbia Basin
(USFWS 1962). From 1957 to 1962. the number of adult fish spawning in
the North Fork drainage averaged about 9.000 annually (USFWS 1962).
Most were steelhead. with a few chinook. Because bears are
opportunistic feeders. this food source was probably utilized at
times. However, even though salmon are an important food item for
black bears in some areas, their mere presence in an area is not all
that is important (Shea 1980).

Black bears are multi-cover type users (Shea 1980). Black bears avoid
extensive open areas and extensive areas of dense timber, preferring
"open” forest habitats that provide cover in the forests, and lush
green vegetation and succulent herbs on forest edges and in clearings.

Much of the North Fork Clearwater drainage prohably supported excellent
b l a c k  bear habitat prior to the development of the Dworshak Project.
Numbers likely peaked in the mid-1950’s and early 1960’s. concurrent
with optimum habitat conditions due to the fires of 1910 and 1919, and
logging activities in the lower reservoir. High quality black bear
habitat includes the presence of an abundance of berry producing
shrubs. Serviceberry. hawthorn, bittercherry. chokecherry, elderberry,
currant, and huckleberry were all found in the proposed Dworshak pool
area (Heezen 1961). with serviceberry being the most common.

The primary importance of the lower North Fork Clearwater drainage to
black bears was probably as early spring range. Grassy, open slopes
and bench lands along the lower drainage received the least snow in the
area, and greened up the earliest. The black bears diet is primarily
composed of grasses and forbs during the spring and early summer
(Beecham  et al. 1986).

Post-construction Conditions

Asherin and Orme (1978) observed 22 black bears within the lower
33 mles of Dworshak Reservoir during an aerial count April 15-16.
1976 Observations included seven single bears, two sows with twin
cubs and three sows with twin yearlings. Observations of bears were
made as early as March 26. 1976. Including random bear observations,
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22 out of 25 total bear observations (88%) on Dworshak Project lands
were made during the months of April, May, and June. Bear observations
were made along the entire length of the reservoir and in all cover
types except red alder, western red cedar, and grand fir. Based on
cover type delineations made by Asherin and Orme (1978). these combined
vegetation types covered 13% of Dworshak project lands.

The present population of black  bears on the Clear-water National Forest
is estimated at 1,200 animals (USFS 1987).

Dworshak Reservoir inundated 16.800 acres of black bear habitat. This
includes all cover types delineated by USFWS (1962) (Table 3) except
agricultural crops. The water and stream bed types are included
because of the post-construction presence of salmon. The open
coniferous, brush, and grass cover types (totaling 9,000 acres)
probably were of prime importance as spring green-up sites.

Land use activities on the 30.935 acres of Dworshak Project lands,
adjacent to the reservoir, have altered black bear habitat. At least
216 acres of habitat have been lost due to project operations
facilities and new road construction. An additional 630 acres of
habitat has been changed due to additional project operations, log
handling facilities, and developed recreation.

The creation of 2,984 acres of browse fields on the hard core
mitigation area, and the manipulation of an additional 811 acres for
browse and grass production. has also changed the habitat quality of
Dwarshak Project lands for black bears. Browse fields composed
primarily of red-stem ceanothus are of little food value for black
bears. Browse field containing substantial amounts of serviceberry.
chokecherry, bittercherry. etc. increase the habitat quality.

Impact Assessment

The study area provided 47.735 acres of black bear habitat prior to the
Dworshak project. Following inundation and project land development,
30.719 acres remained.

Pre-construction Habitat (16.800 + 30,935)
Habitat Lost

Inundation 16.800 acres
Roads 63 acres
Project Operations 153 acres

Total Habitat Lost
Post-construction Habitat
Habitat Changed

Project Operations 146 acres
Log Handling 184 acres
Recreation Developments 300 acres
Browse Developments 3,795 acres

Total Habitat Changed

47,735 acres

17,016 acres
30.719 acres

4.425 acres
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In an early report. USFWS (1962) indicated that it was unlikely that
black bears would suffer any great reduction in numbers due to the
Dworshak Project. Because the Project inundated 16,800 acres
(26.2 square miles) of black bear habitat, that early conclusion seems
somewhat inaccurate. Black bears have a social system which limits
density (number of black bear per square mile) at 1.5 to 2 bears per
square mile of habitat in highest quality habitats (Beecham  et al.
1986). In terms of animal numbers, up to 52 bears may have been lost
annually because of the loss of the inundated area.

Land management practices that decrease the diversity of vegetation
within a local area will generally decrease the value of that area as
bear habitat (Pacific Working Group 1977 in Shea 1980). Dam projects-
often decrease local bear habitat due to the elimination or reduction
of riparian habitat. which provides a variety of food during all
seasons in addition to cover for travel (Shea 1980).

Black bears have lost 16,800 acres of habitat due to inundation, and
216 acres of habitat due to land use activities on adjacent Project
lands. The loss of this low elevation, spring green-up area may retard
the earliest feeding activities of local bears back somewhat, as the
earliest snow free area is no longer available. Asherin and Orme
(1978) noted that exposed mud banks along the reservoir seeded
naturally with forbs and annual grasses in the spring. This food
source probably provides a source of spring green-up for bears in the
lower part of the reservoir.

Accessibility of an area to hunters influences the vulnerability of
black bears to hunters. Black bear populations in highly roaded  areas
usually have low numbers of adult bears (<60%). especially males, and
these areas may have reduced numbers of bears (Beecham  et al. 1986).
Creation of Dworshak Reservoir and related recreation sites and road
access has allowed more people into the formerly inaccessible area.
The long term impact of human disturbance to black bears on Dworshak
Project lands is unknown at this time.

The popularity of the black bear as a game animal has grown
considerably over the last 15 years (Beecham  et al. 1986). It ranks
third in Idaho, behind deer and elk, in terms of days of hunting
recreation. Data collected by the IDFG indicated that black bear
hunters contributed over 2.5 million dollars to Idaho’s economy in 1982
(Beecham  et al. 1986).

Additional Information Needed__-- --~ ---.--

A Habitat Evaluation Procedure needs to be conduct.ed on Dworshak
Project lands to determine the change in the quantity and quality of
b1ack bear habitat in the study area due to the development and
operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre-project aerial photos and
vegetation sampling on Dworshak Project lands will augment existing
information.
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Management Goals, Plans, and Programs--_- -.

Dworshak  Project lands are located in parts of black bear management
Areas i. and 2 (Beecham  et al. 1986). The IDFG management goal in Area
1. which is highly roaded, is to reduce harvest and increase the age
structure of harvest of black bear. The IDFG management goal in Area
2. which is less accessible by road, is to maintain current harvest
levels and distribution of black bear.
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RUFFED GROUSE

Pre-construction Conditions

Ruffed grouse were the principal upland game bird in the North Fork
drainage. They nested, reared their young, and wintered throughout the
Dworshak reservoir site. The Big Island - Swamp Creek section of the
river probably contained the largest populations of grouse in the
project area (USFWS 1962).

Ruffed grouse are the most common grouse species in northern Idaho.
The species is generally associated with riparian zones and moist sites
throughout the year. Preferred habitats in Idaho consist of a mixture
of deciduous shrubs and trees and forb-producing areas (Rybarczyk
et al. 1985).

During spring, summer, and early fall, ruffed grouse feed on a variety
of insects and forbs. In late fall and winter, they switch to and
depend on berries and buds of deciduous shrubs and trees for sustenance
(Rybarczyk et al. 1985).

Prior to impoundment, most of the Dworshak pool area probably provided
good ruffed grouse habitat, due to earlier fires and logging
activities. In particular, open coniferous timber, brush, and grass
cover types (9.000 acres) (USFWS 1962) probably provided optimum
habitat. Heezen (1961) documented the presence of several berry and
bud producing shrubs in the pool area, including willow, mountain
maple, serviceberry, hawthorn, bittercherry. chokecherry, elderberry,
alder, currant, and huckleberry.

Post-construction Conditions-

Asherin and Orme (1978) found estimated fall densities of ruffed grouse
on Dworshak Project land ranging from zero to 1.8 birds per hectare.
In general, average density ranges found were similar to the 0.27 to
0.5 birds per hectare found on the University of Idaho experimental
forest from 1946 to 1950 (Hungerford 1951).

Spring drumming counts were conducted by Asherin and Orme (1978) in
1976 and 1977. The Douglas fir/serviceberry-common  snowberry
vegetation type had the highest drumming activity in both 1976 and
1977. The western red cedar/maidenhair fern and western hemlock types
were lowest in drumming activity in 1976. and the grand fir/maidenhair
fern and western hemlock types were lowest in 1977. A general trend of
decreasing drumming activity toward the upper end of the reservoir was
noted.

Ruffed grouse flushing counts were conducted during the falls of 1976
and 1977 (Asherin and Orme 1978). Ruffed grouse were flushed in all
major vegetation types (Table 4) except mixed conifer (grand fir/
thimbleberry  and western hemlock) in 1976. and all vegetation types
except western red cedar/maidenhair fern and western hemlock in 1977.
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Asherin and Orme (1978) concluded that ruffed grouse had no particular
preference during the fall for particular vegetation types except for
an apparent avoidance of the western hemlock and western red cedar/
maidenhair fern vegetation types.

Land use activities on the 30.935 acres of Dworshak Project lands have
altered ruffed grouse habitat. At least 216 acres of habitat have been
lost due to project operations facilities and new road construction.
Habitat quality on an additional 630 acres of project lands has been
changed due to project operations, log handling facilities, and
developed recreation.

A total of 2,984 acres of browse fields have been created on the hard
core mitigation area, and 811 acres of Project land have been
manipulated for browse and grass production. These changes in habitat
quality have probably benefited ruffed grouse.

Impact Assessment-

Dworshak Reservoir inundated approximately 14,590 acres of ruffed
grouse habitat. The loss of 9.000 acres of open coniferous timber,
grass, and brush cover types (Table 4) was probably the most critical
to ruffed grouse.

The USFWS (1962) predicted that populations of ruffed grouse in the
vicinity of the reservoir would be greatly reduced.
and Orme (1978) study as a reference,

Using the Asherin
the Sport Fishing Institute

(1981) hypothesized that as many as 1.500 to 2.700 ruffed grouse may
have been displaced and lost as a result of Dworshak Project
construction . Their estimate did not include the brush cover types as
ruffed grouse habitat. If it were included, estimated losses in terms
of animal numbers would be approximately 1.600 to 2,950 ruffed grouse
annually.

The loss of approximately 216 acres of habitat and the alteration of an
additional 630 acres from log handling, recreation development. and
project operations on Project lands have probably negatively impacted
ruf fed grouse. Most project operations land, recreation sites, and new
roads occur in the lower Dworshak area, where Asherin and Orme (1978)
found some of the highest post-construction ruffed grouse densities.

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife (1970) predicted that ruffed
grouse habitat could be improved on the management area, but that the
greatest improvement would be achieved on lands under agreement with
Pot latch and the Department of Lands. The more intensive development

of browse species  anticipated  on the hard core mitigation  area was not
anticipated to be as beneficial as the mixed conifer-shrub types which
would p r e v a i l on the agreement lands.

37



Ruffed grouse are a bird that is associated with disturbed forest
habitats (Gullion  1977). However, Gullion  (1970) points out that
elimination of forest cover over an area greater than four hectares
(>lO acres) results in reduced breeding densities. Most of the browse
fields on the hard core area are considerably larger than 10 acres, as
are some of the clearcuts on lower project lands.

The major management objective on the hard core mitigation area is the
production of redstem  ceanothus. following clearcutting and burning.
Redstem  is not a preferred food of ruffed grouse. Hence, creating
large expanses of redstem  would not benefit ruffed grouse. Smaller
brush fields supporting some berry or catkin producing shrubs such as
serviceberry. chokecherry, hawthorn, or alder would benefit ruffed
grouse. Larger brush fields receive some ruffed grouse use on edges.

Pre-construction habitat (14.590 + 30,935)
Habitat Lost

Inundation 14.590 acres
Roads 63 acres
Project Operations 123 acres

Total Habitat Lost
Post-construction Habitat
Estimated Ruffed Grouse Lost
Habitat Changed

Project Operations 146 acres
Log Hand1 ing 184 acres
Recreation Developments 300 acres
Browse developments 3,795 acres

Total Habitat Changed

45.525 acres

14.776 acres
30,749 acres

2.700 animals

4,425 acres

In the northern half of Idaho, forest grouse are by far the most sought
after and harvested upland game species. Ruffed grouse is the most
frequently harvested species (Rybarczyk et al. 1985). The IDFG and
USFS recently reported that the average net value for upland game
hunting in Idaho was $28.50 per day. It was determined that in 1983
the net value of upland game hunting in Idaho was almost 24 million
dollars, and in 1984 it was approximately 18 million dollars (Rybarczyk
et al. 1985).

Additional Information Needed

A Habitat Evaluation Procedure needs to be conducted on Dworshak
Project lands to determine the change in the quantity and quality of
ruffed grouse habitat in the study area due to the development and
operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre-project aerial photos and
vegetation sampling on Dworshak Project area will augment existing
information.
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Management Goals, Plans, and Programs-. .-

Ruffed grouse are the most frequently harvested grouse species in the
northern half of Idaho. The area provides 702 of the total state
forest grouse harvest. IDFG statewide goals for forest grouse include
1) protect and enhance habitat whenever possible, 2) increase Idaho’s
forest grouse populations and their distribution, and 3) increase
harvest and recreational activity (Rybarczyk et al. 1985).
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MALLARD AND CANADA GOOSE

Pre-construction Conditions

Based on existing information, it appears that the North Fork
Clear-water River supported minimal numbers of mallards and Canada
geese. USFWS (1956) reported that the North Fork and the Middle Fork
of the Clearwater were not considered good waterfowl streams. The
lower main stem of the Clearwater received good waterfowl use, but the
birds did not range far into the forks of the river in any numbers.
Because of the relative inaccessibility of the North Fork, the bulk of
waterfowl observations were made in the Middle Fork. Mallards, common
and Barrow’s goldeneyes. canvasbacks, American wigeons, Canada geese,
and mergansers were noted in small numbers. The largest number as well
and the greatest variety was seen in November. Mallards and common
mergansers constituted the bulk of waterfowl seen.

The USFWS (1962) reported that the North Fork Clearwater  was not
located on a major waterfowl flyway, and that the area contributed
relatively little to this wildlife group. Limited waterfowl use was
noted to occur along some stream sections, however, and several species
of waterfowl, including common mergansers, mallards, common and
Barrow’s goldeneyes. canvasbacks, American wigeons.  wood ducks,
gadwalls, green-winged teals, and Canada geese were observed.

Most of the North Fork Clearwater River was characterized by steep
canyon lands, few wetlands, and high spring flows. A review of
pre-project aerial photos of the proposed pool area showed the
existence of some islands in localized areas, and some wide river
bars. A few Canada geese nested on the North Fork of the Clearwater.
above the Little North Fork confluence, prior to inundation.

Post-construction Conditions

Asherin and Orme (1978) conducted monthly waterfowl surveys on Dworshak
Reservoir from March 1976 through October 1977. Highest numbers and
diversity of waterfowl occurred during the spring migration months of
March. April, and May. Forty-six percent of waterfowl counted occurred
during those three spring months. Only 15% of the total waterfowl were
counted during June. July, August, and September. Most of the
waterfowl were associated with bays and inlets, and were usually found
near the shoreline. Mallards were one of four species consistently
observed in all monthly surveys. Numerous Canada geese were observed
grazing on green-up areas on exposed banks below high pool in the
spring.

The highest numbers and diversity of waterfowl on the reservoir were
generally between Dworshak Dam and Dent Bridge. including the Elk Creek
arm. Large groups of waterfowl were noticeably absent on the
reservoir, except during spring migration when large flocks of American
wigeon, northern shovelers, northern pintails. and tundra swans were
occasionally observed.
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Supplemental observations of nesting waterfowl on Dworshak Reservoir
were recorded (Asherin and Orme 1978). Minimum production totaled five
mallards in 1976, and 13 mallards in 1977.

The annual drawdown  at Dworshak Reservoir exposes mud banks and
provides a source of forage for Canada geese and dabbling ducks
(Asherin and Orme 1978). Early nests were expected to be inundated
each spring as the reservoir filled (Asherin and Orme 1978).

Impact Assessment

Construction of Dworshak Reservoir inundated 54 miles of the free
flowing North Fork Clear-water River, and 13 miles of major tributaries
(Elk Creek and the Little North Fork).

The USFWS (1962) predicted that waterfowl as a group would be
relatively unaffected by the development and operation of Dworshak
Reservoir. This opinion was based on the fact that the North Fork
Clear-water was not located on a major flyway and that following
inundation. extensive reservoir fluctuations would prevent
establishment of necessary waterfowl food plants.

Implementation of the water budget plan and future demands on the
reservoir for downstream fisheries may have added impacts on waterfowl
around the reservoir, if water levels are held lower for longer periods
of time.

Additional Information Needed.~ ----.-~--- - ~.

A Habitat Evaluation Procedure needs to be conducted on Dworshak
Project land to determine the change in the quantity and quality of
mallard and Canada goose habitat in the study area due to the
development and operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre-project aerial
photos and vegetation sampling on Dworshak project lands will augment
existing information. Pre- and post-construction habitat acreages
should be determined for both mallard and Canada goose in an
interagency work group session environment.

Management Goals, Plans, and Programs

IDFG statewide management goals for ducks include 1) increase Idaho's
resident and wintering duck populations, and 2) increase waterfowl
habitat in Idaho (Will et al. 1986).

IDFG statewide management  goals for Canada geese  include 1) increase
Idaho's local and wintering Canada goose  population.  and 2) increase
habitat in Idaho (Will et al. 1986).
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RIVER OTTER AND BEAVER

Pre-construction Conditions

Little pre-Dworshak data are available on the presence of river otter
and beaver in the North Fork Clear-water drainage. Otters were present
on the North Fork but numbers were unknown. Four were reported caught
in Clearwater County in 1953 (USFWS 1956). It was noted (USFWS 1956)
that no estimate of present or past beaver populations in the Dworshak
area was available. It was known, however, that in some places they
were still plentiful, even though the overall population had dwindled.
Lester Trout (unpubl. rept.) mentioned seeing a few beaver in the
proposed pool in 1955. during river reconnaissance work. Several
otters were noted around Butte Creek prior to inundation (IDFG pers.
commun.). The USFWS (1962) noted that fur harvest in the area was
small. due to low fur prices and difficult access during the trapping
season.

The presence of beaver and otter in an area are often interrelated.
River otter often den in abandoned bank burrows of beaver. Melquist
and Hornocker (1983) found that beaver bank dens and lodges accounted
for 38.% of the resting sites used by instrumented otters in west
c e n t r a l  Idaho.

Suitable habitat for beaver must contain all of the following: (1)
stable aquatic habitat providing adequate water: (2) channel gradient
of less than 15%: and (3) quality food species  present in sufficient
quantity (Allen 1982).

River otters prefer secluded portions of lakes, ponds, and rivers with
heavily timbered shorelines (Liers 1951). Ice free areas along streams
or lakes are needed in the winter. Shallow, clear waters are preferred
for foraging. Melquist and Hornocker (1983) found that otters
preferred valley to mountain habitats, and stream-associated habitats
to lakes, reservoirs, and ponds.

The North Fork Cleat-water River and tributaries provided habitat for
both beavers and river otters before inundation. Although much of the
gradient on the main channel would have been too steep for beaver dam
establishment, backwater areas, tributary mouths, and areas of wider
stream valleys should have provided some good beaver habitat. Heezen
(1961) documented the presence of willow and red osier dogwood in the
proposed pool area, which are preferred foods of beaver.

The North Fork Cleat-water River supported abundant fish populations,
otters most common prey, prior to inundation. It is expected that
otters would have been located throughout the drainage.
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Post-construction Conditions

Asherin and Orme (1978) recorded 14 beaver observations along Dworshak
Reservoir during 1976 and 1977. Nine of the 14 observations (64%) were
made between the months of October and April. Beaver were noted
climbing mud banks to obtain food from shrubs above the high water
mark, and then returning to the water to strip the twigs. The only
food source available to beaver was the shrubs above the high water
mark. No bank dens or lodges were ever found along the reservoir.
Observations indicated the movement of a few individuals from
tributaries into the pool area during winter months.
known to have taken 53 beavers,

Trappers were
from the headwaters of tributaries to

the reservoir, between 1972 and 1976.

A total of 17 river otter observations were made along Dworshak
Reservoir during 1976 and 1977, involving actual sightings of 32 otter
(Asherin and Orme 1978). Twelve of the 17 observations were made in
the upper end of the pool, and four were in the Elk Creek arm of the
reservoir.
three.

Ohservations included four groups of four, three groups of
one group of two. and five single otters. During the winter,

otter and/or sign were observed regularly at the edge of the ice sheet.

Impact Assessment

Development and operation of the Dworshak Project inundated river otter
and beaver habitat along 54 miles of the free flowing North Fork
Clearwater River, and along 13 miles of major tributaries (Elk Creek
and the Little North Fork). The USFWS (1962) predicted that fur
animals, including river otter and beaver,
by the impoundment.

would be adversely affected
Asherin and Orme (1978) concluded that the large

annual drawdown  on the reservoir had eliminated all beaver production
fr o m the entire pool area. Beaver having to climb mud banks to obtain
food from shrubs above the high water line were believed to be at an
extreme disadvantage for survival due to increased exposure to
predators and increased energy expenditure to obtain food (Asherin and
Or m e 1978).

Asherin and Orme (1978) concluded that unlike beaver, river otter did
not appear to be adversely affected by the annual drawdowns because the
observations  of family groups indicated successful reproduction was
taking place. Impacts to river otter were expected to occur if den
sites were flooded as the reservoir was filled each spring. Based on
river otters' affinity for using old beaver bank lodges and dens, the
annual lack of these sites would probably also adversely affect river
otters.

Habitat must provide adequate shelter in addition to sufficient food if
it is to be extensively used by otters (Melquist and Hornocker 1983).
Even though Cascade Reservoir in west central Idaho had ample food and
was easily accessible to otters, it was virtually unused by most otters
because there was insufficient escape cover and resting sites along the
flat shoreline (Melquist and Hornocker 1983).
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Implementation of the water budget plan and future demands on the
reservoir for downstream fisheries may have added impacts on beaver and
river otter around the reservoir, if water levels are held lower for
longer periods of time.

The trapping season for river otters is currently closed in Idaho.
Beaver were the fourth most important furbearer in Idaho during the
1983 to 1984 trapping season, with nearly 6,000 animals harvested.
These animals contributed over $76,000 to Idaho’s economy that year
(Toweill et al. 1985b).

Additional Information Needed

A Habitat Evaluation Procedure needs to be conducted on land adjacent
to the Dworshak Project to determine the change in the quantity and
quality of river otter and beaver habitat in the study area due to the
development and operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre- and
post-construction habitat acreages should be determined for both
mallard and Canada goose in an interagency work group session
environment. Pre-project aerial photos and vegetation sampling in the
Dworshak Project area will augment existing information. Asherin and
Orme (1978) pointed out that denning requirements of river otter along
the reservoir were unknown. They recommended a follow up intensive
study on both river otter and beaver along Dworshak Reservoir.

Management Goals, Plans, and Programs

IDFG statewide goals for river otter (Toweill et al. 1985b) include 1)
maintain river otter populations and distribution, 2) encourage
nonconsumptive enjoyment of river otters, and 3) improve the data base
on river otter populations.

IDFG statewide goals for beaver (Toweill et al. 1985b) include 1)
maintain or increase annual beaver harvest seasons, and 2) encourage
nonconsumptive use and enjoyment of beaver and their habitats.

The following issues and strategies apply to beaver management in Idaho
(Toweill et al. 1985b).

ISSUE - Beaver activities may create problems for private landowners
and highway departments, including flooding, blocking of irrigation
canals and culverts, and loss of streamside trees.

STRATEGY - The Department will (1) direct trappers into chronic beaver
damage areas; (2) continue to handle beaver damage complaints on
private lands on a complaint basis: (3) continue a program of landowner
education stressing means of preventing beaver damage and correcting
problem  situations;  (4) encourage landowners to use beaver to control
erosion. raise local groundwater levels, and create ponds  whenever
appropriate: and (5) authorize beaver kill permits to landowners when
necessary.
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ISSUE - Beaver activities can create valuable fish and wildlife
habitat, although in some areas these benefits may be outweighed by
blockage of upstream fish passage.

STRATEGY - The Department will consider positive and negative impacts
of beaver dams on fish and wildlife habitat on public lands when
establishing goals, objectives, and regulations for beaver management.
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YELLOW WARBLER

Pre-construction Conditions-____-

Yellow warblers represent birds that reproduce in shrubs and make
extensive use of wet areas. Optimal habitat is wet areas with abundant
shrubs or small trees such as thickets, marshes, and willow swamps
(Bent 1953). Preferred nesting and foraging habitats are wet areas
dominated by alder and willow (Morse 1966). The yellow warbler is used
as a target species in this study to represent impacts to willow and
red alder habitats.

The yellow warbler was said to be abundant in the Clearwater National
Forest (USACE  1975). No other pre-construction information on this
species population was found.

Steele (1971) examined red alder habitats in the North Fork Clearwater
drainage prior to inundation. He found red alder stands along stream
side drainages. These red alder stands outlined many warblers in the
spring time (B. Steele pers. commun.).

Banks and terraces lying within a few meters of high water line
contained flora distinctly different from red alder habitat found along
tributaries (Steele 1971). In general, willow and a small species of
sagebrush adapted to gravel bars comprised the major vegetation.

Along most of the North Fork drainage, coniferous timber occupied steep
slopes immediately to the edge of the river (Steele pers. commun.).
High water scoured stream sides and gravel bars in the spring. Willow
was generally limited to a thin band of vegetation between the
coniferous forest and the river bed. A total of 66 acres of scrub/
shrub and red alder habitats was delineated in the pool area from
pre-project aerial photos.

Post-construction Conditions__- -~

Asherin and Orme (1978) delineated 230 acres of the red alder/
maidenhair fern vegetation type on Corps project lands adjacent to
Dworshak Reservoir. This accounted for 1% of all vegetation types
delineated (Table 4). This vegetation type was considered unique and
rare along the reservoir. The majority of red alder stands delineated
by Asherin and Orme (1978) occurred at the mouths of tributaries
emptying into the reservoir. No willow stands associated with aquatic
conditions were delineated.

Impact Assessment

The study area provided 296 acres of scrub shrub/red alder habitats
prior to the Dworshak Project. Following inundation, a total of
230 acres of red alder habitat remained. The scrub shrub (willow)
habitat which existed along portions of the North Fork drainage prior
to inundation has been lost.
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Pre-construction Habitat (60 = 230) 296 acres
Habitat Lost to Inundation 66 acres
Post-construction Habitat 230 acres

Additional Information Needed___-

A Habitat Evaluation Procedure needs to be conducted on land adjacent
to the Dworshak Project to determine the change in the quantity and
quality of yellow warbler habitat in the study area due to the
development and operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre-project aerial
photos and vegetation sampling in the Dworshak Project area will
augment existing information.

Management Goals, Plans, and Programs

The yellow warbler is closely associated with riparian habitat.
Therefore, most. management goals that pertain to riparian areas in
Idaho affect yellow warblers. The IDFG will place special emphasis on
the preservation and protection of riparian habitats. This will
include: (1) fencing to exclude livestock, (2) support of legislation
to compensate private landowners who preserve riparian habitats, and
(3) purchasing or acquiring easement to key riparian habitats. The
Department will promote any reasonable efforts to rehabilitate damaged
riparian habitats. It will further identify riparian zones used by any
nongame  species classified as Threatened or Endangered, a Sensitive
Species, or a Species of Special Concern and make every reasonable
effort. t o  preserve and enhance areas, whether through purchase,
rehabilitation f enc ing , or other means (Morache et al. 1985).
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PILEATED WOODPECKER

Pre-construction Conditions

Optimal habitat for pileated woodpeckers is mature. dense, productive
forest, either coniferous or deciduous (Bock and Lethiene 1975). The
critical components of pileated woodpecker habitat are large snags,
large trees. diseased trees, dense forest stands, and high snag
densities (Bull 1975).

Fileated woodpeckers have been used in this study to represent species
which are dependent on old growth for life requisites. Old growth is a
key element in a diverse forest environment. Drastic reduction in
quantity of old growth not only reduces diversity, but also makes old
growth dependent wildlife species vulnerable to significantly reduced
populations. extirpation, or even extinction (Jerry 1983).

Steele (1971) mentioned that as a result of fire and logging, only
small patches of climax forest dominated by western red cedar remain in
the study area. Long time resident Koppang (pers. commun.) mentioned
the existence of old growth white pine in the Little Silver Creek
area. Driver (pers. commun.) remembered big old growth cedar around
Boel Creek cabin and some on upstream. The USACE  (1975) pointed out
that because of protection from fire, the drainage bottoms of the North
Fork Clearwater had developed to an apparent climax stand of cedar and
grand fir. Approximately 20.000 acres of Dworshak Project lands were
classified as supporting marketable stands of timber, prior to project
construction and inundation (Table 2). The USFS cruised the timber in
the reservoir area prior to inundation. An estimated 107.3 million
board feet of saw timber (> 11’ dhh) and 77.9 million board feet of
pole-size timber (5.0 to 10.9 dbh) existed on about 13,000
forested acres (USACE  1961).

Using pre-project aerial photos and past vegetation information, it was
estimated that a total of 617 acres of old growth timber had existed in
the Dworshak pool area. Stands included as old growth were
characterized by mature, coniferous trees in somewhat open stands.

Pilrated woodpeckers do use forest stands other than old growth for
foraging (Mellen  1987). Pileated woodpeckers preferred forest habitat
classes older than 40 years of age and deciduous riparian habitats for
foraging and other diurnal activities in western Oregon (Mellen 1987).
Nesting and roosting occurred in stands greater than 70 years of age
(Mellen 1987). Pileated woodpeckers probably occurred in both open
coniferous (7,300 acres) and dense coniferous (6.100 acres) (Table 3)
forest stands prior to inundation. with the occurrence of old growth
(617 a c r e s )  providing the key habitat component.
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Post-construction Conditions-.-

Asherin and Orme (1978) reported that 892 (21,707 acres) of the Project
lands along the reservoir were in coniferous overstory (Table 4). This
figure did not include the hard core area. No old growth stands were
specifically delineated. Pileated woodpeckers were noted to occur on
Dworshak Project lands during the study.

Land use activities on the 30,935 acres of Dworshak Project lands have
altered pileated woodpecker habitat. At least 216 acres of habitat
have been lost due to Project operations facilities and road
construction. An additional 630 acres of habitat have been altered due
to project operations, log handling, and developed recreation.

A total of 2,984 acres of browse fields have been created on the hard
core mitigation area, and 811 acres of Project lands have been
manipulated for browse and grass production.

Impact  Assessment

The construction of Dworshak Reservoir inundated approximately
13.400 acres of pileated woodpecker habitat. An estimated 617 acres of
old growth forest was included in this loss. In addition. 216 acres of
pileated woodpecker habitat on project lands was lost due to project
operations and road construction.

The alteration of approximately 630 acres of habitat on Project lands
has probably negatively impacted the pileated woodpecker.

Pileated woodpeckers were impacted when 2,984 acres of coniferous
forest habitat were changed to browsefields were created on the hard
c-ore mitigation area. Of the 811 acres manipulated for browse and
grass production on the lower reservoir, only 239 acres involved the
removal of coniferous timber overstory and subsequent impact on
pileated woodpecker habitat. USACE (1985b) points out that species
that prefer timbered areas with little understory structure may be
adversely affected by big game management activities.

Additional Information Needed

A Habitat Evaluation Procedure needs to be conducted on Dworshak
Project lands to determine the change in the quantity and quality of
pileated woodpecker habitat in the study area due to the development
and operation of Dworshak Reservoir. Pre-project aerial photos and
vegetation sampling on Dworshak Project lands will augment existing
information. The acreage of old growth habitat existing in the North
Fork Clearwater  drainage prior to impoundment will be delineated.
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41.835 acresPre-construction habitat (13,400 + 28.435)
Habitat Lost

Inundation 13.400 acres
Roads 63 acres
Project Operations 153 acres

Total Habitat Lost 13,616 acres

Post-construction Habitat 28.219 acres

Habitat Changed
Project Operations 146 acres
Log Handling 184 acres
Recreation Developments 300 acres
Browse Developments 3,223 acres

Total Habitat Changed 3,853 acres

Management Goals, Plans, and Programs

IDFG issues and strategies which apply to the pileated woodpecker
include the following (Morache et al. 1985):

ISSUE - The effects of certain forest management practices upon many
species of nongame  wildlife are not completely understood. This is

particularly true relative to species dependent on old growth, mixed
timber stands.

STRATEGY - The Department will cooperate with the USFS, USFWS, BLM, and
other entities in studying this problem. In the interim, the
Department will urge USFS to preserve sufficient old growth stands on
each forest to meet the life support requirements of old growth
dependent nongame  species based on current information.

Clearwater National Forest Standards (USFS 1987) include to:

1)

2)

3)

Provide hahitat for snag dependent indicator species (pileated
woodpecker and goshawk).

Maintain at least 10% of the forest (including Selway-Bitterroot
Wilderness) in old growth habitat.

Provide for old growth dependent wildlife species by selecting at
least 5% of each approximate 10.000 acre watershed (timber
compartment) or combination of smaller watersheds (subcompartments)
within forested nonwilderness areas to manage as old growth
habitat.
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WILDLIFE PROTECTION, MITIGATION, AND ENHANCEMENT GOALS

Low elevation lands and riverine systems provide optimum habitat for
many wildlife species. In the winter, animals are sometimes confined
to these areas, which are characterized by more moderate temperatures
and less snow cover.

The interagency work group recognizes that Dworshak Reservoir inundated
16.970 acres of low elevation terrestrial and aquatic habitats,
critical to many wildlife species. With the loss of this habitat in
mind, and its relationship to selected target wildlife species,
individual members of the interagency work group have outlined some
broad, preliminary mitigation goals for the Dworshak area. These are
listed here in no specific order.

1. Mitigate for lost values of the area to wildlife to the extent
affected.

2. Pursue in-kind mitigation for the loss of all wetland and/or
riparian areas.

3. Protect remaining red alder and old growth stands on Dworshak
Project lands.

4. Continue to pursue acquisition of Smith Ridge.

5. Enhance USFS lands in the upper reservoir area for elk.

6. Streamline browsefield development for elk in the upper reservoir,
and for white-tailed deer in the lower reservoir.

7. Enhance lower Dworshak Project lands for whitetails and ruffed
grouse (small patch developments).

8. Protect private land in the lower reservoir area for whitetails,
through acquisition of easements or fee titles from willing
sellers.

9.

10.

11.

12.

Consider off-site acquisition of easements or fee titles of
private land from willing sellers to mitigate for the loss of low
elevation lands at Dworshak.

Manage Dworshak Project lands to benefit several wildlife species,
using a variety  of management techniques.

Consider enhancing low elevation whitetail winter range along the
lower clearwater or other tributaries.

Consider enhancing spring or fall range for whitetails which
winter in the Dworshak area.
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These goals are preliminary in nature, and this list should not be
considered complete. Specific wildlife mitigation projects will be
developed during Phase II mitigation planning, after wildlife impacts
are qualified and quantified.
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SUMMARY

Development and operation of the Dworshak Project inundated 54 miles of
the free flowing North Fork Clearwater River, 13 miles of major
tributaries, and a total of 16.970 acres of wildlife habitat. A total
of 30,950 acres (USACE 1985b) of habitat remains on the Corps Project
lands adjacent to this reservoir.

Using existing information, Project impacts on ten selected target
wildlife species were discussed. In terms of acres of habitat lost due
to development and operation of the Dworshak Project, elk lost about
15.316  acres. white-tailed deer lost about 15.287 acres, black bear
lost about 17.016 acres, ruffed grouse lost about 14,776 acres,
pileated woodpecker lost about 13.616 acres, and yellow warbler lost
about 66 acres of scrub shrub/red alder habitat (Table 6). Land use
activities have altered habitat quality on additional acreage on
Dworshak project lands.
river otter,

Specific acreages of mallard, Canada goose.
and beaver habitat impacted could not be determined from

existing information.

This impact assessment reflects only loss of habitat acreage
(quantity). not quality of the habitat lost. The interagency work
group has developed some broad, preliminary mitigation goals for the
Dworshak area.

A HEP (Habitat Evaluation Procedure) needs to be conducted on each
target species with the possible exception of elk, to determine the
specific change in the quantity and quality of habitat in the study
area due to the development and operation of Dworshak Reservoir. The
need to conduct a HEP on elk will be determined by the interagency work
group. The HEP should be used because 1) data are collected in a
standardized way which can be compared between points in time to
determine changes in conditions: 2) it is a habitat based approach
which is less affected by natural variability than population based
approaches: and 3) it was developed by USFWS specifically for assessing
wildlife impacts from hydroelectric projects. Because HEP is a useful
tool to monitor changes in hahitat. it will work well for future
mitigation planning for Dworshak.
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Table 6. Summary of estimated wildlife habitat impacts associated with
the development and operation of the Dworshak Project, based on
existing information. These figures only reflect habitat acreage, and
do not reflect habitat quality.

Target Species
Pre-project Post-project Impacts

Habitat Acres' Habitat Acres2 Habitat Acres

Elk
White-tailed deer
Black bear
Ruffed rouse
Mallard9

Canada goose3
River otter3
Beaver3

Pileated woodpecker
Yellow warbler

46,035 30.719 -15,316
34,300 19.013 -15,287
47,735 30.719 -17,016
45,525 30.749 -14.776

41,835
296

28.219 -13,616
230 66

1 Entire study area is 47,905 acres [inundated acreage (16.970) plus

project lands (30.935)].

2 After inundation and Project land development.

3 Acreages of pre-project and post-project habitat could not be
determined from existing information.
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HYDROPOWER RESPONSIBILITY

Adoption of the Bruce's Eddy (Dworshak) Project was recommended in
Senate Document 51, 84th Congress, 1st Session, dated June 14, 1955.
Detailed planning for the Dworshak Project was approved July 3, 1958,
under Public Law 85-500, 85th Congress, 2nd Session. Authority for
construction was contained in Public Law 87-874,  approved October 23,
1962, Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 1962. in accordance with
House Document 403. 87th Congress, 2nd Session. Construction funds
were authorized by Public Law 87-880.  approved October 24. 1962 (USACE
1975).

Dworshak Dam and Reservoir is a multi-purpose water resource project,
and is an integral part of the comprehensive water resource development
plan for the Columbia River and its tributaries. It is designed for
flood control and hydroelectric power production with consideration for
recreation (USACE 1975).

The powerhouse has two 90.000 kw and one 220,000 kw generating units in
the initial installation, with space provided for three additional
220.000 kw units. Daily operation of Dworshak Reservoir reflects
hydropower needs (USACE  1985b). Water released from the reservoir is
passed through turbines for generation of electrical power. Power
operations are scheduled through the North Pacific Division Reservoir
Control Center, and the schedule can call for peaking operation, block 
loading, or base loading (USACE  1985b). An average of
4,100,OOO  acre-feet of water passes through the Dworshak Project
annually (USACE  1985). Most of this water passes through turbines and
produces power. The average annual energy produced because of the
Dworshak Project is 2.470.3 million kilowatt hours (USACE  1961). The
initial annual benefit from power production at Dworshak was estimated
to he $10,232.000 (USACE  1961).

The estimated cost of the Dworshak Project in 1980 was $322,600,000.
Based on Bonneville Power's financial summary (1986). the cost is now
$359.834.000. Commercial power revenues repay the U.S. Treasury 84.12
of the total cost of the Dworshak Project. Costs allocated to flood
control, navigation, and recreation are non-reimbursable, and hence
will not be returned to the U.S. Treasury.

Under the Corps Separahle Cnsts-Remaining Benefits Method of assigning
a portion of joint costs for specific project features to various
project purposes, 88% of the costs of Dworshak Project joint costs are
assigned to power (PNUCC's  pers. commun. 1987).

Section 4(h)(lO)(A)  of the 1980 Northwest Power Act states that “...the
Administrator shall use the Bonneville Power Administration fund and
the authorities available to the Administrator under this Act and other
laws administered by the Administrator to protect, mitigate, and
enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by the development and
openation of any hydroelectric project of the Columbia River and its
tributaries." This section goes on to explain that "Expenditures of
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the Administrator pursuant to this paragraph shall be in addition to,
not in lieu of, other expenditures authorized or required from other
entities under other agreements or provisions of law."

Based on previous studies, negotiations, and agreements, the U.S. Amy
Corps of Engineers assumed responsibility for elk mitigation at
Dworshak Reservoir, with a goal of producing enough browse
(1.830.000  pounds) on the hard core mitigation area and other project
lands to feed 915 elk for a 100 day winter period. This goal is now
being worked toward cooperatively between the Corps and the IDFG.
Based on preliminary browse production estimates projected to the year
1994. a total of 563.028 pounds of browse is expected to be produced
annually on Dworshak Project lands (USACE  pers. commun.).

Many other species of wildlife lost habitat when Dworshak Reservoir
inundated nearly 17.000 acres of habitat. Other than a few benefits to
some species because of elk mitigation activities, nothing has been
done to mitigate their losses.

Ratepayers in the Northwest have benefited from low cost hydropower
produced at Dworshak for the last 15 years. Power is the major revenue
producing purpose of the Project. Under the 1980 Northwest Power Act,
" . . . the Administrator shall use the Bonneville Power Administration
fund and the authorities available to the Administrator under this Act
and other laws administered by the Administrator to protect, mitigate.
and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected by the development
and operation of any hydroelectric project of the Columbia River and
its tributaries."
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600 South Walnut l Box 25

Boise. Idaho 83707

December 14, 1987

Enclosed  for your formal  comments i s  the draft report for Phase I of
the Dworshak Wildlife ProjectIon, Mitigatlon, and Enhancement  Plan.
This draft report  was funded by Bonneville  Power  Administration  under
the authority of Sectlons  1004(b)(5) of the Northwest  Power  Planning
Council’s  Columbia  River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.

Please  have your comments to us by January  11, 1988. If you have any
questions,  please  feel free to call Allyn Meuleman or Jerome  Hansen at
(208)334-5057.

Sincerely,

Enc.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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(208) 843-2253

September 16, 1987

Jerome Hansen
Wildlife Biologist
Idaho Fish and Game
P.O.. Box 25
600 S. Walnut
Boise, Idaho 83707

Dear Jerome:

This is a brief summary of the interagency field trio to
Dworshak Reservoir and the Lower Clearwater River. Please let
me know if you have any additions or subtraction to this
summary.

Sincerely,

Loren A. Kronemann
Wildlife Biologist

See attached mailing list
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Mailing List

Jim Meyer BPA
Allyn Meulemann IDF&G
Jerome Hansen IDF&G
Bob Martin IDF&G
Dick Giger USFWS
Marty Montgomery PNWPPC
Dick Moore COE
Dean Johnson IBL
Vicki Saab Marks USFWS

Carl Christianson COE
John McKern COE
Al Sutlick COE
Sam McNeil1 IDF&G
Ted Meske IDF&G
Dan Davis USFS
Jim Kosciuk COE
Pam Barrow PNUCC
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What: Summary of the field trip by the Interagency Work
Group to Dworshak Reservoir and the Lower Clearwater
River.

When: September 1 and 2.

Where: Dworshak Reservoir - Administered by Army Corps of
Engineers and Lower Clearwater River from the
project to the confluence of Clearwater and Snake
River.

Those in attendance:
Carl Christianson
Vicki Saab Marks
Al Sutlick
Lcren A. Kronemann
Ted Meske
Dean Johnson
Jack Bell
Marty Montgomery
Keith Lawrence
Jerome Hansen
Bob Martin
Dick Moore

COE
USFWS
COE
Nez Perce Tribe
IDFG
IDL
Nez Perce Tribe
NPPC
Nez Perce Tribe
IFG
IFG
COE

The interagency work group met at the Big Eddy Marina on
Dworshak Reservoir at 9:00 a.m. Tuesday, September 1, 1987. A
launch provided by the Corps of Engineers was used to carry the
group on an inspection tour of Corps lands. Dick Moore and Ted
Meske provided background information and history of the
reservoir and ccnducted a field tour
lower pool and hard core areas.

of management units on the

First we stopped at an Elk Creek management unit that had
been planted with bare root stock of Red Stem Ceanothus in
1974. The survival rate o
Of heavy use was seen.

f the plantings was low and evidence

We hiked t o  a management unit on Maqnus Bay that was
roller chopped and burned. A tremendous cover of Red Stem
following the preparation was only a remnant at this time, with
willow the dominant shrub species there now. Apparently, a
resident deer and elk population utilized the area
extensively. A hydraulic brush chopper was used experimentally
in this unit which shows some promise for habitat regeneration.

At noon, we inspected the Gold Creek burn (burned in 1374
and aqain in 1985) which was recovering from its most recent
wild fire. A short trip up the Little North Fork revealed the
layout of the management program on the hard ccre areas along
Huches Point and on the Grandad Creek side of the reservoir.
Several log handlinq sites were also pointed out.
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Longbar A and B, back out on the North Fork, were treated
with Asulox, for control of of bracken fern. A small amount
bracken fern was left after the treatment, in areas protected
from aerial application.

Followinq the boat tour we landed at Grandad Bridge and
continued by pickup, furnished by Ted b!eske (IFG). We looked
at manaqement unit Long Creek C, first.
and burned in 1977 and 1978.

This area was logged

red stem.
The result was a good stand of

Mortality on the shrub was seen from a hard freeze.
Heavy use of the shrub field was also seen. Most shrubs were
from 4 to 7 feet tall.

The last management unit toured was Grandad I. This unit
was loqqed and burned in 1984. There was a shrub cover but was
heavily used by a resident deer herd. A deer and elk enclosure
was constructed on the sight to get a better handle on
production. From Grandad I the group could look over much of
the hard core area and many of the management units.

Throughout the upper end of the reservoir we saw evidence
of blow dcwn which was still being logged and cleaned up. The
land adjacent to Corp property was being logged heavily with
large clearcuts running up to Corp boundary.

Much of the discussion throughout the tour centered arcund
the difficulty of shrub regeneration and questions whether
brcuce was the limiting factor. A discussion on the local
populations of the other tarqet species designated during our
first interagency group meeting was brought up by Jerome Hansen.

The group got back to Big Eddv Marina between 5:30 - 6:00
p.m. and agreed to meet at Konkolville Motel in Orofino at 9:00
a.m. on Wednesday for the second half of the field trip
covering the Lower Clearwater.

The interagency group star ted the second leg of the field
trip at RM 1 of the North Fork just below the power house. A
discussion was heid on the differences between the effects of
power qeneration above the dam verses the effects seen below
the dam on the lower Clearwater. Effects such as water
temperature, water chemistry, vegetation changes and physical
chanqes like, fluctuations and erosion were discussed.
Specific information for this area, at this time, seemed to be
spotty. Generic and specific  information will have to be tied
together to give a complete picture. Bald Eagle management was
discussed because of the wintering eaqle roost/feeding area
below the darn.

From this point, the group traveled down river and stopped
at several strategic points along the river that showed
evidence of stabilization of the riparian habitat because of
reduced inundation and scouring by flooding and ice flows,
respectively. Evidence   showed  increasing amounts of vegetation
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along the banks and islands. This continuous stabilization of
the main Clearwater could change the complexion of the riparian
zone which would have strong implications over the long term.
It was also pointed out that there were no osprey nests along
the lower Clearwater. Possible reasons for this were
discussed. Much of the problem in loss assessment along the
lower Clear>Jater  was the lack of specific pre-impoundment
information for the area. Other then goose nesting platiforms,
specific wildlife habitat management for the lower Clearwater
seems  to be incidental to the management of the region due to
land ownership patterns and lack of funding for research and
management.

As we ended our tour of the lower Clearwater near the
slack water of Lower Granite Dam we saw evidence of silting on
the river bed due to the reduced velocity of the river. This
would change the species composition of the fishery that can
take advantage of a more lucustrine habitat. The goose
pastures, which were mitigation for lower Granite, were visited
toward the end of the trip.

At the end of the trip everyone seemed to be better
informed about what was there and what wasn't. It was agreed
at this time to plan for a 2 day meeting in Lapwai, at the Nez
Perce Tribal Offices on October 15 and 16. We should have a
good productive meeting at this time. It's important that we
have a gccd head count on who will1 be attending this meeting so
we can make detailed plans. So, if you could, please drop me
or Jerome a note or call to let us know of your plans to attend.

Thank you,

Loren Kronemann
Wildlife Biologist
Nez Perce Tribe
(208) 843-2253 Ext. 339
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600 South Walnut l Box 25

Boise. Idaho 83707

November 16, 1987

Enclosed  are the minutes  from the October 15, 1987  Dworshak  Reservoir
Wildlife  Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement  Planning  Consultation/  
Coordlnatlon  meeting  in Lapwal, Idaho. Minutes  of the morning and
afternoon sessions  were  prepared  by the Idaho Department  of Fish and
Game  and the Nez Perce  Tribe biologists,  respectively.

Sincerely,

G. Allyn Meuleman
Regional  Wildlife Biologist

GAM/  s a

Enc.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Minutes
of

Dworshak  Reservoir Wlldllfe  Protection,
Mitigation and Enhancement  Plannlng
ConsuItation/Coordination Meeting

October  15, 1987
Lapua i,   Idaho  

The followlng  people  attended:

Dan Davis
Jerome  Hansen
Loren  Kroneman
Keith Lawrence
Vickl  Saab Marks
Ted  Meske
Allyn Meuleman
Dick  Moore

U.S. Forest Service
Idaho Department  of Fish and Game
Nez Perce Trlbe
Nez  Perce  Tribe
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Idaho Department  of Fish and Game
Idaho Department  of Fish and Game
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

208-476-4541
208-334-5057
208-843-2253
208-843-2253
208-334- 1931 
208-743-6502
208-334-5057
208-476-7570

The  major  objective  of the meeting  was to review existing Information
pertaining  to the Impacts of Dworshak Dam  and Reservoir on target
species, and decide If a d d i t i o n a l  information was needed  to accurately
assess impacts. After information  for each target species  was reviewed
and exchanged  by the  interagency  work group,  methods for   obtaining   any
necessary additional information were discussed.

The morning  session  dealt primarily with Dworshak Reservoir impacts to
target species  above the dam  (excluding bald  eagles  and osprey)  while
the afternoon session  centered  on Dworshak impacts  on bald  eagles   and
osprey both above and below  the dam  and also Impacts on other
downstream  target species. A review of the results  of the meeting
follows. 

Above dam impacts - IDFG  Project No. 87-111.

1. Habitat  data. Some  pre-project  habitat and vegetation data Is
available from Heezen’s  (1961) work in the pool area. thirty  
species of woody plants  were enccuntered  In the study. A total of
6,720 woody plants  on 154 transects  were measured. Information
gathered Included  species  compositlon, density, and big game
utlllzatlon. The USFWS Coordlnatlon  Act Report  (1962)  recoraed
prlnclpal cover types Inundated  by Dworshak Reservoir. Asherin
and Orme (1978)  sampled vegetation on 30 sites  around  Dworshak
Reservoir  Vegetation attributes measured  In the field Included
( 1) species  presence, (2) plant  and ground  coverage,  (3) density,
(4) frequency  of occurrence, and (5) shrub and tree crown helghts.

2. Elk. The work group agreed  that because Dworshak impacts  on elk
have been lntenslvely  studied In the past, and because  agreements
have been reached on acceptable  browse  production  goals  to support
915 elk for 100 days In the winter, there would  be no attempt to
re-evaluate  the Impacts to elk. Rather, the amount  of browse
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3.

currently produced on mitigation lands will be ccmpared to
mitigation goals. Based on perliminary Information  available at
the meeting  it appears  current  browse  production  Is far short  of
mitigation goals. Elk mitigation goals,  alternatlves, and
solutions will  be addressed  during the mitigation planning phase
of this contract. The work group agreed that impacts  of past  elk
mltlgatlon  activities to other target species should be recorded.

White-tailed  deer.
Gorshak  Reservoir  

Available  information  on the impacts  of
on white-tailed deer was presented  and

discussed. Pre-Dworshsk  data includes an aerial  count  of deer
observed in the pool area during the 1954-1957  Clearwater Game  and
Range  Study (IDFG  1957). Ninety-eight percent of the observed
wintering population  was counted In the area that would  be
Inundated. The 1957 report concluded  that numbers  counted
represented only  a small  proporti on of the deer  populations  In the
area. It was pointed out in the meeting  that white-railed deer
are hard to accurately  count  in dense cover conditions. In 1975
it was estimated that white-tailed deer  losses were approximately
40% of the pre-project population. The work group  agreed  that
Dworshak Reservoir had inundated key white-tailed  deer  winter
range and that no mitigation had been accomplished  yet for
white-tailed deer  losses.

4. BIack bear. The USFWS  (1962)  report  stated that it was unlikely
that BlackI  bears would suffer  any great  reduction  in numbers due
to the project. The Asherln  and Orme (1978)  study lndiceted that
bears were  still  common around  the reservoir. With the inundation
of over 15,000 acres of habitat, the work group agreed  that
Dworshak  has impacted  the bl ack bear. It was pointed out during
the meeting  that some of the lower, south facing  slopes  had
probably provided important spring  green-up  foraging  areas for
bears. The work  group  agreed  that In a lot of Instances, elk
and/or deer  mitlgatlon activities would probably benefit black
bear.

5. Ruffed grouse. The USFWS (1962) report polnted  out that
populations  of ruffed  grouse in the vicinity of the reservoir
would be greatly reduced. The  Sport Fishing institute (1981)
concluded  that significaant losses of ruffed  grouse were  expected,
but the losses In terms of habitat  or populations  were never
identified. Asherln  and Orme (1978)  surveyed ruffed  grouse  in
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coniferous       vegetation         types          around          Dworshak        Reservoir,        finding
densities generally from 0.27 to 0.5 birds per hectare. The work
group discussed possible benefits of past elk mitigation
activities to ruffed grouse. It was felt that where abundant
fruit-producing  shrubfilds  (i. e.  serviceberry,  hawthorn,  etc.)
were created, then benefits may have occurred.  Large  shrubfields
producing a minimum of preferred grouse foods were expected to 
only receive use around the edges.

6. River otter and beaver (aquatlc furbearers). The USFWS (1962)
concluded that fur animals, including river otter and beaver,
would be adversely affected by the Impoundment. Asherin and Orme
( 1978) observed both beaver and river otter using the exposed mud
banks. No beaver production  on the reservoir was noted during the
study,while sighting of young river otter indicated that some
reproduction is occurring.  Asherin and Orme (1978) recommended
separate studies on the impact of the reservoir on both river
otter and mink.

7. Mallard  and Canada goose (waterfowl). The USFWS (1962) report
concluded that the North Fork of the Clearwater  River is not
located on a major waterfowl  flyway,  and that past project
conditions In the area  contributed   little           to this group. It also
stated that  limited  waterfowl use occurs along some stream
sections   and  both mallards   and  Canada geese have been observed in
the area. The USFWS also concluded     that  if  the project  were
built, extensive reservoir fluctuations would prevent
establishment  of waterfowl  food plants  and that waterforl use of
the reservoir would  be chiefly for restlng. Asherln  and Orme
(1978)  agreed  that waterfowl  generally  use the reservolr  as a
resting stop during spring and fall migratlons,  foraglng  on
exposed mud banks. They also concluded  that waterfowl  nesting
along  the reservoir  Is minor. inundation of nests on mud banks
was expected to occur  each spring as the pool was filled. The
work  group generally  agreed  with the conclusions In these
reports. It was noted that a few Canada geese were  known to nest
on the North Fork of the Clearwater  above the   conflusion   with the
Llttle  North Fork, In the pre-Dworshak  tlmes. It was  also  noted
that at least  three  mallard   broods  were observed  on Dworshak
Reservolr last spring, prlmarlly  associated with tributaries.
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8. Pileated woodpecker (old qrowth). No  information was presented  on
pileated woodpeckers, as none was found. It was felt that the
pileated woodpecker  had probably  occurred  in most forested  areas
of the pool area before   inundatlon. It was mentioned that
Panhandle National Forest personnel  had worked  extensively on old
growth management practices  and habitat requirements  of old growth
dependent  wildlife species.

9. Y     e        ll                    o         w                                                                             warbler. No lnformatlon  on this species was presented  as
none was found. It is used as a target species  to represent  the
scrub-shrub wetland  component  which existed In riparian zones
along the North Fork Clearwater  River, prior to impoundment. The
work group discussed  pre-Dworshak  riparian conditions It was
noted that a scrub-shrub wetland component did exist in a
non-continuous   manner  in  riparian     areas  all  along    the North  Fork
Clearwater River.

10. Data needed to supplement existing information The work group
agreed  that although a large  amount  of wildlife  information exists
pertaining  to Dworshak Reservoir, It does not adequately cover
Impacts to target species  other than the elk. It was agreed  that
existing information would  have to be supplemented  with field data
collected  during a modified Habitat   Evaluation   Procedure  (HEP) for
each target species other than elk. The  existing habitat
information is. more  quantitative than qualitative. It was felt
that collection of some qualitative field data was imperative in
order  to accurately  assess the wildlife  impacts from Dworshak
Reservoir The work group decided that we would  gather the

 additional information needed under Phase   II  of the Dworshak
Wildlife  Protection, Mitigation and Enhancement Plan. Phase I of
the Dworshek Plan will consist of existing imformation available
as   outlined in the objectives and will   be completed February,
1988.
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Summary of Meeting

(208) 843-2253

Interagency Work Group Meeting

October 15, 1987

L a p w a i  Idaho

Afternoon Session

The a f t e r n o o n session of t h e meeting concentrated on Bald

Eaqle and Osprey mitigation over the entire study area,

Dworshak Reservoir and along the Lower Clearwater from Dworshak

Dam to Lewiston.

A discussion of Osprey started the afternoon session. It

was acknowledged that there was a significant amount of work

done on Osprey in general,but little was known about this

specific population. The C O E informally keeps track of nest

locations but has no on-going program concerning Osprey. It

was agreed to that the formation of the Reservoir was

generally beneficial to Osprey nesting and that Osprey

populations were expanding overall, but the question of why

there were no nests down stream from the dam site was still

unanswerable. Several theories were presented. The exposure

of the nestlings to summer heat along the Clearwater (Don

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
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Johnson, personal Com.  was mentioned a p o s s i b l e  r e a s o n

however , it was pointed  out that Osprey are known to nest i n

areas of greater heat intensity t h a n  what is seen in t h e

C l e a r w a t e r  valley The number of suitable  nesting sites and

t h e amount of river fluctuations during th e nesting season may

be t h e critical elements  in nest site selection a l o n g  the lower

Clearwater. This question has never been addressed f o r this

populntion. The resource status at this  time is n o t known.

The relative stability of the Osprey populations in th e r e g i o n

and funding cutbacks of land managers in the region ha s lead to

a reduction in population  monitoring  i  rlq by all goverment agencies 

at this time.

Discussion on the Bald Eagle population in this area was

concerned with th e wintering population. Here again the lack

of specific  information on the wintering   populations was

noted. A discussion on the ecoloqy of wintering Bald Eagles in

this location w a s covered with possible ramifications due to

hydro-power generation   on the wintering   population. Is the

population o f  wintering B a l d  Eagles an indication of a n

expanding population or is it a concentration of E a g l e s due to

an a d d e d  winter feeding s i t e provided by flushing fish through

the turbines at Dworshcak? What ar e the management policies

concerning this population of wintering Bald Eagles. At this

time COE  keeps access to the, east side  of the river from the

d a m to the  confluence  closed while   E a g l e s are using t h e area 

~
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The session t h a t  w a s s c h e d u l e d  f o r the morning of October

16, 1987 was combined with t h e afternoon session of October 15,

1987. The areas of concern covered in the late a f t e r  s e s s i o n

was the mitigation for habitat loss along the lower clearwater

from Dworshak to Lewiston. Ta r g e t s species of concern were

White Tail a n d  Mule Deer, River O t t e r , Beaver, Quail, Chukcr,

Great Blue Heron, Canada Goose, Mallard and Yellow W a r b l e r

These target species were chosen because th e work group felt 

They are highly visible a n d they represent t h e h a b i t a t s  t h a t

would be most impacted by down stream effect Of Dworshak Dam.

Documentation on these target species is scarce for the l o w e r

Clearwarter river.

T h e riparian zone and adjacent lands along t h e lower

Clearwater provided habitat for a resident population o f  white

tails and muledeer (Asherin and Orme, 1978), but w o u l d  be

recognized as critical only under the most seven winter

conditions.    To date,there is  little   or no information for the

deer populations along the lower Clearwater other than t h e

inventory work b y  Asherin and Orme (1978). Their inventory

showned very little use of the riparian zone along the river.

Geese, mallards, and Great Blue Herons w e r e  recognized as

persistent residents along the lower Clearwarter tied closely

to the islands and narrow shrub-brush riparian zone along the

r i v e r Their populations ar e not considered significant but

76



persistent. No pre-Dworshak documentation has been found 

concerning these target species.

Aquatic- furbearerss like the Beaver and river Otter ar e

both tied directly to the qualityof the ripaian habitat.

Beaver , through present along the lower Clearwater i n  moderate

numbers have the dubious honor of being in conflict with human

activitiesso they are trapped under a State of Idaho general

permit and removed if there are any conflict s .     T r a p p i n g  

records and personal communication with area trappers provide

most of the historical information available.

The River Otter is present along the lower clearwater but.

little is known of this population. They are p r o t e c t e d  but

with their population being highly mobile and elusive the

extent of the information on River Otter is limited to th e

inventory work of Asherine and Orme (1978).

Upland  gamec birds were also located within the s t u d y  area

but once again information is lacking. Direct effects on thee

upland game populations by power generation on the lower

clearwater was considered marginal. Effects may be limited to

vegetation changes due to stabilizing the maximum flows of the

lower Cle a r w a t e r .

It w a s  p o i n t e d  out that t h e effects along the lower

Clearwater a r e not d u e to habitat lost to inundation but due to
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changes in water chemistry, water temperature and changes i n

the cover type of the riparian zone and the islands Subtle 

changes such as these may be more far reaching when considering

the entire Columbia River, Snake River, Clearwater River

ecosystem.

Methods of quantifying the loss were discuss&d. With

little or no estimates of historical populations along the

lower Clearwater,,the difficulty in measuring loss, centers

around measuring change in habitat vs. measuring a total loss

of habitat due to inundation. Ii there is a reduction in the

quality of habitat for one species but a gain for another how

do we weigh theeimportance of one species against the other?

Do we focus on a change in yellow  marbler habitat vs. Canada

Goose habitat or do we focus on the changes overall within a

reparian zone along approximately 40 miles of the lower

Clearwater River. HEP wasSbrought up as a method to consider.

The question also came up,do we need to follow the same

approach above and below the dam and if so, do we follow the

same approach for all species orjust the target species that

are found in both areas? COE felt that if HEP is used it.

should be done at a minimum on all target species common to

above and below the reservoir.

The meeting closed at 6:15 p.m. October 15. No further

workgroup meetings were scheduled at this time.
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600 South Walnut- Box 25
Boise Idaho 83707

July 24, 1987

Enclosed  are the minutes from the July 9, 1987 Dworshak  coordination
meeting In Lewiston, Idaho.

As per our discussion during the meeting, a work group field trip to
the Dworshak  area i s  planned for the future.  However,  the field trip
is now scheduled for September 1 and 2, Instead  of the last week of
July. Please let us know by August 17 If you plan to attend.

Thank  you for your time.

Sincerely,

G.  Allyn Meuleman
Regional  Wildlife   Biologist

GAM/sa

Enc.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Minutes
of

Dworshak  Wildlife  lmpact Assessment
Consultation/Coordination  Meeting

July 9, 1987
Lewiston  Idaho

The follwing people attended:

Dick Giger USFWS
Jerome  Hansen

503-231-6  179
lDPG

Dean Johnson
208-334-5057

IDL
Jim Kosciuk

208-245-4551

Loren A. Kroneman
208-476-7631

Nez Perce Tribe 
Keith Lawrence

208-843-2253
Nez Perce Tribe 208-843-2253

Vickl Saab Marks USFWS
John McKern

208-334-I  931

Sam McNeill
509-522-6499

IDFG
Ted Meske

208-743-6502
lDFG

Allyn Meuleman
208-743-6502

lDFG
Jim  Meyer

208-334-5057
BPA

Dick Moore
503-234-5239

COE 208-476-7570

The  interagency work group discussed a number  of topics  related to
wildlife  mitigation  planning at Dworshak  Reservoir. Work statements
for both the Ner Perce tribe ( impacts  below the dam) and Idaho Fish and
Game ( impacts  from dam and above) were  reviewed. Consul  tatIon/
coordination requirements of the work group were discussed. Target
species were  selected for both the Nez Perce and Idaho Fish and Game
projects.

Specific activities and discussions at the meeting included:

1.

2.

3.

4.

The  goal of the work group is to reach a consensus on all  issues.
However, if a consensus cannot be reached,  the work group agreed
that a majority vote would be used. Each  agency will   have  an
opportunity to formally comment on the draft impact assessment.

Target species selected for the Idaho Fish and Game project
(Impacts from dam and above) included elk, white-talled deer,
ruffed  grouse,  pileated   woodpecker beaver,  otter, yellow  warbier

 Mallard, Canada goose,  and black bear.
,

Target species selected for the Ner Perce project ( impacts  below
the dam) included  bald eagle, osprey, white-tailed deer, mallard,
Canada  goose, chukar, pheasant,  California  quail,  beaver,  otter,
great blue heron, yellow warbler, and sucker.

The work group agreed  that a two day field trip to the Dworshak
area will   b e  beneficial. The list of previously selected target
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species will be re-examined while in the field. Changes  to the
list can be made  by the work group during this field trip.

5. There will   be close coordination between the Nez Perce Tribe and
the Idaho Fish and Game  projects. As much as possible, project
activities and meeting will be scheduled concurrently. Future
interagency coordination meeting were scheduled for October 15,
1987 and January 25, 1988.



Pam Barrow
Pacific Northwest  utilities Conference Committee
520 S. W. 6th Ave., Ste. 505
Portland, OR 97204

Carl Christianson
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
City-County Airport, Bldg. 602

   Walla Walla,    WA 99362-9265

Dan Davis
Clearwater National Forest
Hwy. 12
Orofino,  ID 83544

Dick Giger
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
727 N. E. 24th Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

Dean Johnson
Idaho Department of Lands
1806 Main Ave.
Saint Maries, ID 83861

Jim Kosciuk
Dworshak  Project Office 
P.O. Box 48
Ahsahka,  ID 83520

Loren A. Kroneman
Nez Perce Trlbe
P.O. Box 305
Lapwai, ID 83504

~
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Ke i th Lawrence
Nez Perce Tribe
P.O. Box 305
Lapwai, ID 83504

Mary  Mahaffy
Bonneville Power  Administration
Division of fish and Wildlife, PJS
P.O. Box 3621
Portland,  OR 97208

Vicki Saab Marks
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
4696 Over 1 and Rd., Rm. 576
Boise, ID 83705

Owen  Mason
U.S. Army  Corps  of Engineers
North Pacific Division
P.O. Box 2870
Portland  OR 972088

John McKern
U.S. Army  Corps  of Engineers
Bldg. 602, City-County Airport
Walla Walla   WA 99362

Sam McNeill
Idaho Department of Fish and Game
1540 Warner  Ave.
LewIston, ID 83501

Ted  Meske
Idaho Department of Fish and Game
1540 Warner  Ave.
Lewiston, ID 83501
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Martin Montgomery
Northwest Power  Planning Council     
Statehouse  Mail 

Dick Moore
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
4232 Old Ahsahka  Grade
Ahsahka,  ID 83520

Jerry Neufeld
Idaho Department of Fish and Game
2320 Government  Way
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814

Al Sutlick
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
City-County Airport, Bldg. 602
 Walla Walla     WA 99362-9265



Appendix B:

Interagency Formal Comments
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22 Jafsmy 1988 

U.S. AmY ccms UP tYaxmR3 ammfs 
cHmmDlwr~mpHAseIoPTHe 

wI(BuI( WIIDLIPE PKYrECrIcH, MTI~ION, 
ANDENwNammPJAN 

1. bcame Dworabk Is an existing project without benefit of prim REP 
data, application of HE ax the evaluation tool hul inherent waaknesnem. 'Iha 
cbrps of hgineerx tue consistently exprcxeed rceervxtions regarding the uee 
and validity of HEP when awlled to older, l xixting project8 bccsuee of the 
imbility to accurately evaluate the quality of lcet habitate via phoeoqrafiic 
interpretatici7. Aroordingly, urse of HEP ax the evaluation tool at Mrshak 
will require the ee3ablishnent of, and xqreenmt upon, clearly artl0.Aatcd 
aaxunptio~ by the study texm to deal with the quality asprc%e of loet 
hatats. Study team prticipante mmt be villing to neqotiatc and wcniee 
when annmptiona prow Invalid awor rawlt In unreaeoruble and ursuyportable 
lcee ntatenente. We also believe thnt ultinnte r ecamndatims reqardtng 
rildlife protection, mitiqatIon, ard l riwwment mst be amnied by a valid 
aaeee~nent of the relative health and vigor of existing aninal poprlatione 
within the Ibmrahak arm. l%e prcoent draft doee not stitantiate animal 
looaee or detenrim the existenca of any unhealthy popllatlone. 

2. mcreprtr~ applying the Habitat Evaluation Proce&reO (HIT) to 
all of the target ~peciea chosen, except for elk. We wxlerstand lhat thin IS 
proposed because there ie already an aqreewnt on mitigation for elk, anl tMt 
they have been thoroughly ntwJ1ed. Howcvcr, if the HEp procedure 18 03neIdered 
to bc the met accurate indicator of habitat unit loenes ard gains, we should 
aFply it to elk habitat alao. Aa the report naye, HEP should bc wed becauee 
data are collected in a etsrrlardizcd way which GUI be ca’f@red between polntll 
in time, it in lees affected by mtural variability tlm pcpllation tnsed 
aFprcachee, and it wan deveJ@ spcifically for axeeeaing wildlife inpacte 
fran hydroelectric projects. 

3. KUriq the field trip on Eeptsrber l-2, 1987, diecwwione turned several 
ttms to the activities u~urring on lande adjacent to LWorshak Project and 
whether brovee or cwer wiyl now beaxning the limiting factor for elk In the 
winter range eurrwnding Wcehak. lbe only mention of any of theee 
diecuesionn or even the question of limiting factors in in one ecntence 1n 
praqraph 5 of the field trip sunnary In @prolix A. ‘IMe office believea that 
thin qwstlcn is legltinute, and ttnt it can beet be addreaRed through a HEP 
stwly of a much larger area tin just the Worelmk Rojcct JatvJs. In the paat 
10 yearn, tin&r harveet on these adjacent lands hm Increased to the point 
where hrcvae (although not always of the Nghest quality) 18 In qreater 
abudanru in marry psrtn of the aren thnn 1s thermal and hidinq cover. While 
bcwwee can be developed in a prim! of 3-5 yeare, onmr takes 20-50 yeare and 
aanetlnes more. Ustaken III&% with regards to cover will affect the elk herd 
for a subetantial mm-k of the. 

4. Y hsve Bane concern atout the presentation of axtain fects. mrooghout 
the draft, reference ie nsde to evaluation, ~urveye, or oheervatiora alpporting 

1. thr IWO Nnrthwnt Pmmt Art dlrerts that rll plw be bmwd on 
and mpportcd by thr hcmr l vallablr wlrntffir knw1rdR.r. The RCP 
wcm to br the hrrt tool w)c hmvr rvallahlr to ua to rxamlnc 
hydrorlrctrlc Jnpactm on rildllfr. even .t older. crlmtln~ 
projrrt*. A,,r”r1Pl rurrrntly unlnp. thr HLP on nldrr pr”Jccca 
Include the USACE. USPWS. IDtG. Unnhln~ron Drpt. of CNW, Orrfio” 
Plrh wd Wlldllfr. rnd Envlroaphrrr. lhlw report nuhltant la:?@ 
rhr loal of lb.970 ,crc” of trrrrgtrlal ,nd l quatlr rlldlffr 
hsbltrt, dun to the lnundaclon from Dworahak Rrtrrvoir. thin 
hohltat and rawx-latcd potential rnnu~l rll~llfr produrtlon In 
lent forcvcr. thla report aleo nubstantlatrn land “.c rrtlvltlrn 
on 30,935 ,crc, of USACE Dwcrrnhah PrnJrrt lands. .omc of rhlvh 
hwr rrnultrd In th, pcrm.nr”t 1”s~ of rlldllfr hahlrat rnd all 
l nsociatcd pcltcntl~l www~l rlldllfr product Inn. 

2. Norrd. UC ~111 dlarunl thl# with thr nlrk ~r”“p 

1. Wotrd. Wr ~111 dlarusl thlm rlth thr work ~rr~p. 

4. A ,,rtn, r,, O”, ,nd 1,ObR rhI!r-tnllrsl drr, w-r* ‘nllntrd I” 1084 
and 19RT. durln~ ,D,C and lIZACE s*,InI ,ountn A” I’,>rrc,‘t Iy 



a atamatt. Par ample, ntirr of elk throqh Pish a~~3 c;aC aerial CounLe 
for the yexa 1984 and 1985 were 985 ti 1,088. This xhould have rtated aerial 
comt~havebemconductcd dnca 1976 and a table xhould hxve hen presented 
rhahg raspective camte for mch yew ae well ae cawbll, and ax/calf 
ration. Withmt an accurate accrount of facta, a pereon wy be mieled or 
abmcbrrtand the current &4Wm. It ix recawmrxbd that thx draft be 
rarrittm to clarify ti make a better prennhtion of factr. TM mad draft 
abuld be rclviewd prior to finalixation. 

5. Qw pqmm of thin &cumnt ir to outline and preeent the current etatum 
of tbmrrhak Project. lbferenw ie ti to 2,900 acme of brame field 
atAliehxd in the rltigxtion aras and 600, acre0 below the mitigxtion arm 
anNplated in the 1970%. Iho Suts wan given infomtia, on all vqetation 
plantiqr and brare mnipulation. ND swntion na mda of tha work perfocamd 
on ODrps lamb outride of elk mitigmtion. In the mid 1970% ttm Oprpe 
oontractml and planted approximxtely 200,000 trrr end ehrtbe in the canycm 
b&m tk dao, this arri other practicee rhxld have bmn mentiamd. Precticee 
mt nntiomd have had a positive iqnct in minUining vegetative anditione 
euit&le to particular wildlife apAss. 

6. k$p vi. III the 7,030 acrea of habibt for xullarde, Qubxcb geeoe, and 
river otter a ambined t&al or ie the acreage figure identical for each? 

7. Abstract. The W rent- ix pixleading. Ill0 clarify, it ehould be 
rewritten to &ate. Ybim exietim infonration. it hxx bxen determined thxt 
Un project hxx rbulted in the i&n&ion of 16,970 acree of land arrd!, 
chwmel and &velaxnent of 30,935 acre9 of land for variotm project pmmea . 

15 500 
1~,120eZ~oof 

ruffod grome habitat ud 17,160 acrex of pllmW moc@cker hbitaLm 
Khrbrlined xecticn to tm u&d.) 

8. Faga 11 Mferaw is mod0 to a rtudyt tJm -tract i&ntiflr tha &cmmt 
4a a report. 

9. Page 31 Mrmticn site dewlqmentr abuld tm identified a# they irdlcate 
devel~ and xam kpcw6ent to the Jnbitat. 

10. Ihgs 31 An imet Wing thx lomtion of th pcojact arem ritNn tha 
mtato like the QW on Rge 6 would be helpful. 

ll. hgr 51 In the pragraph diecuxxing olaration of th pool, a new, but 
lqortmt cumideration ix the effeot of drwdwn for the bmter Mt. 
Ibrhap a aant- of hn rtuuld be aMed kribiq tht i-t QI pool 
*ration and rwultant ia6nctr on wildlife. 

11. Rge 71 Reference to borahxk Project N&ory being filled with 
frutratiau ir not amopiate. HE mderstand that various dmdlince were mt 
wt, Pe&ral &n& were exceeeed, atxJ preomel from variouo agenciee did not 
al- agree. kfrrenca to frwtration ix opiniax~ted and should mt be wed 
inadoclaent of tNatype. 

statad In the report, IDFG and USAR porsonnrl counted 513 elk In 
1964 and 937 l lh In 1965. 

5. It Is cur understandlng that the planting of 200,000 twos and 
shrubs was an effort to rrhabllltato soveroly degraded lands that 
prosontly provlda mlnlmal rlldllte value. 

6. lhls was a potmtlrl habltat acrew. flgurr computrd for each 
speclos. lho 7,030 acres Included a 100 mator band of habltat on 
l ithar rldo of the 67 mllar of river and maJor trlbutarles, and 
the acreage of tha rlvrrbrd (1,700 acres), Buauro this acreage 
flguro dld not coma frm axlstlng Informatlon, It was dacldad to 
delata It until tha Interagency rork group can dallnoato potentlal 
raterfal and aquatlc furbearer habltat acrsager In a work sesrlon 
l nvlronmant. 

7. Mow. 

0. A study her ban conducted to produce thlr report. 

9. A flgurr showlng recroatlon drvrlopmts has baen Included In the 
report. 

IO. Incorporatad Into text. 

11. a. Incorporated Into text. 

b. Noted. 

a3 
co 



Pagee 7 thru 11: In quoting Hehrhoff and Sather-Blair, quotations are 
&ed at the begimingB of the psragra@B, but not at tk ends. 

13. hge 8: It ie our tmderetanding that PFI etende for Fotlatch Forest 
Itietriee, Inc. 

14. hge 9: lhe word *reluctantly’ wee used. lhe clear fact8 should be 
preeented and not hearsay. 

15. Psge 10: l%e laet pragraph on thie inge is vague. Realizing that it ia 
a quotation tran khrhoff and Sather-Blair, perhaps cane explanation, in 
parantheaee, ia medad. Ae we underetand, ISLE ie required to maximize dollar 
returne from lands they a&nin.ister, while IDffi would have preferred a ehortened 
tinber rotaticnal cycle to maximize browse production. 

16. mge 121 The first wntence ie inaccurate. lhe lade were Fublic land8 
athinistered by the Bureau of Land llaMgemnt. When another Federal agency 
ueea Islblic Iande, they are “withdrawn’ fran Public [and etatue and BIA 
a&M&ration. lbe eentenoe ehould read, ‘In 1978, 4,028 acme of Public Land 
was withdrawn frun Bureau of Land I4magement ackinistration to Cow of 
kgineexo a-i&ration for wildlife mitigation purposes.. It would be 
helpful in the third nentertce to identify the size of the Heezen Block. We 
urderatand it was 53,000 acme. 

17. page 15: Delete hat aentefnce. 

18. Fnge 171 The uee of 54 miles in the firrt eentence ie misleading. Ihe 
dsn is located at IIW 1.9, the reeervoir ie 53.6 mile6 long, and the Mxth Fork 
ie 135 lnilm long. 

19. FBge 18: It ehxld be helpful to define the maningn of the land uses in 
lhble 2. Fbr em&e, whet & Vut over tinbar,m %arketable tinber,. and 
Veproduction tinker9 mean? 

20. Itye 23s Lim 22 Md 23 - Iar pool elevation of 1,445 feet me1 ir not - 
reached every yenr. 

21. Page 238 Lim 23 - ‘Ihe 175 milee of shoreline is at full pool, not at 
draw dam. 

22. Fmge 24: Mfereme to 30,935 inplier all acre6 were affected when in 
raality only aane wre. 

23. Ihge 258 Peferetxx to 247 acre% ie imxmect. through exteneive planting 
and reclamtion effort mwt of the habitat hrre been replaced or !mdifled to 
bemfit other epecim. 

24. hgc 25: Rmferemx to log handling facilitiee iapliee year round uIe. 
RJe should be rewrittin to etate the facility ie IA@ only eeaeonally. The 
pragraph refererring 27 milk of ronde should alao &ate a oeaaonel um in 
cane areas. 

12. In quot iflu lwq [,a”aa~r!l. r,u,~‘atl<wa a,r plarrd at thP first of 
t.., h pra~taph. and only pla, vd af thr rnd c,t thr last ,“‘~~tnyh 
ot thr quotnt Ion (Shrrman and Johnson. 1963. tl+e.rn TprhJ!!c! 
Writ In&. p.441. 

13. RARP~ upm our Intormat lun and c onwt~at Ionn vlth Idah<> Il~*p~fmrnt 
ot Landll p*r!wnnel. PQI stoud tor Pot latch Qorert, Iwur~“‘ratrd. 

14. AR thin W.R . d1rt.l.t quote uut ot the mltlgat Ion 8t.t”e rel”“‘, It 
w.” not ugrd In 11118 report (1% hearnay. 

15. Incorporated Into text.. 

16. Barrd on Hcezrn (1963). the nlze of the orIp,In41 prolw”cd ‘Hrrr*n 
Bluck’ w.8 50.600 .CL’CR. Thr rest ot parafiraph has bren 
Incorporated Into text. 

17. Incorporated Into text. 

18. Inrorpornted Into tvxt. 

19. Incorporated Into text. 

20. Incorporated Into text. 

21. Incorfwratsd Into t“xt. 

22. Incorporated Into text. 

23. Thr dratt Dwortihsk Hasfrr Plnn (IISACL 19651,) “181~” that thr 
24) .CW(I havr too much human l ctlvfty tot high wlldllte vrlw 
Hahltnt acreage where thr dam. pnwrhourr. launch site, and 
rrlatrd bulldln~a are lcw~trd Is #“nr. 

24. Inrorpnratcd Into text, 



25. mge 28: In the eecmd praqraph, the firme, ‘Worelmk area of 
inOmnce,m would be more clam stated as tk aree Influamd by hmrehnk 
project. 

26. mge 29: ~fereme Is made to 530 acre* loet. ‘Ihi Ir not true; aam 
rpcier tmre *ct.ed We otherr benefits& 

27. Pege 30: Line 21 - &ould have rend ItPC and OSQL 

20. bga 301 lbfaruce ia II&E to wjor elk wintering arms. k dctmmhmd 
by aerial big gmm counte mrhcted by IIPG amJ Corps, thsre are major 
wbt.cdng arm0 &bmatmatn. llwse d-r may not have large nuberr of anlmnlr, 
but mmthelew are Irportant. 

29. mga 321 

a. lbference ir mmb to mitr 10 and 1% QedIt should bs given to unIt.e 
8, 8A, and 9 which oowr the other ritea of tha reeervoIr. lhe nt value 
should double to mar $6 mIllIon Qllarr. 

b. Mder additional Informth me&d, there ehould be earn dIecueeIm of 
t.b iqact of logging aramd the project huh. At the rate logging is 
oocurring, oowr l et~Ined on project lands, not brarss, may bcum the 
lIDkIng factor for elk pcphtionm. 

C. mS $100 dollar figure used nar tlm top of tie pge rCpsarr la for 
the valw of an elk-hunting day. Ir It a axUmxl big gene figure? 

30. Fags 148 

a. Rfersrcr Ie lrads to Irmxeaee elk to 15,000 mIm.h. a~rp affacted 
vintor range Ie only a very rail prwntagr of tohl unit acme. 

b. mragrsph 2 ay Lm corrst for -grant urea 3 ea a uble. 
Ekwever, aitigtion maeuree to dnte hiwe, by plant l xxefidon wniplation for 
~&~rposc~ hcreamed the mnmt of aveIl&le foraga on [Irocehak project 

. 

31. Imp 391 

a. Delete Ib pzqulatlon...grap counthg 

32. Raq 41: Llm 5 and 15 - t&~ refer- (UgAa 1985). 

33. Rge 431 &ggmt tht the third pragra@ beginning, *In Summy...’ be 
mmd to the top of tJle page. Suggeti fh last paragra* bs rewor&d to rad, 
%ere ia an emmnic @act to the r ion fm tlm lees of wNte-t&led &er. 
kx=dIJlg to Qes copiled byT55G$ha Ncleon (1986) ,. .: 

25. Incwporeted Into text. 

26. At the tlma of thl8 draft report, this was the best l stlmate of 
habltet occupied by racrratlonal dovalopmant, dam, powerhouse, 
related facitltlos, log handling facllltles, and roads. 
Subsaquent convorratlons rlth USACE personnel have lndlcated that 
exact numbars are hard to nail down. 

27. Incorporated Into trxt. 

20. Noted. 

29. 

a. Incorporatad Into text. 

b. Incorporated Into text. 

c. In 1902. the net econanlc valua of an ldeho Elk hunting trip 
to the hunter and to the natlon was ertlmatad to be $99.82. 
lhlr moans the typlcal hunter would ba rllllng to pay an 
addltlonel S100.00 per trip to hunt elk In Idaho. lhls valua 
Is on top of all other trip expenditures. 

30. 

a. Noted. 

b. Incorporated Into text. 

Jl. 

II. Incorporated Into text. 

b. Incorporatad Into text. 

52. Incorporated Into text. 

33. Incorporated Into trxt. 



35. prgr 46, prqrrph 31 lb0 romlatiavl drvr1qmmtr l lcq thm rhorelin 
&I not mcemarily re&ce the carrying c4.pacIty of the wintar range for 
whItoUI1 deer. ltmae arm are usually planted with me11 treea and ehrti 
uhIch pcovlde earn bcmwe, and are closed during the winter maeon which 
ranm dimturbanm, aml are oftm the firrt arma to green-up in early rpciq. 

36. Rpr 46, paragraph 41 ‘Ma roprt cmcluM tint mxe Infomtion ns 
It Ir a little early to cxncl& that mitigation 

37. hqo 521 rrsch of tNr ~gl ir a r-t of p01 51.. rmarld try to 
amolidete. 

38. Rw 60, pragraph 11 Tim rtu@ cited for Mecrintiar of waterfarl 
hnbitat meda UJ~ &me In an arm of tlm &ate which Ie anmiderably different 
frcm th habitdt at Chmrohak. IhIa officm questlone the beeis for a 100 later 
dirtawe fra mter In the cmnifhu0 forest tmbilllt. A more r~oomble met Of 
figurr night be 50 wterr In the 1-r rmrvoir, wtmre open arem were often 
fotmd, and 10 meterm in the wr half of the resecvoir, where the foreat oftan 
axiotod right &wn to the etrcantmk. Thim wuld rmult In a potential habitat 
mcreeq of 1400 acne, (27 ailee of louer river with a SO meter atrIp, atrl 27 
milea of wr river ml 13 milee of ajar trIbuUrIm with a 10 umter atrip). 
Ma office bell-0 that an error ma raQ In eoquLIng the ecrw of 
wterfarl habitat In the currmt report, rime 67 mtlr of river X 5280 l/mile 
X 330 feet (100 meterr) X 2 ridea of the river1 dIvi&d by 43,560 eq. ft./acre 
- 5,360 acreo. If 2,200 acra of rivertmd are a&W, the totll 10 7,560 acme. 
T?m text referr to terreetrial habitat, eo It Ir aeeued thnt riverbed would 
nat be InAubd, rrulthg In a differace of 1,670 acre& The author should 
k reputed to either provide &cumnUt1ul of the appl1cab111ty of the cited 
rdorenw to t.hm habitit at Dvatahak or to cauidrr mdIfyIq th hbitat 
figurea. 

39. hq 611 Rfermm to mt valwo of woterfarl hmting In I&ho In ti 
rehvant to thin rqort. 

40. hg 62: &cod prrpraph - 9th pregraph prwada om prmnm’r opinion 
VltJmut qgorting faU8. It ahmld k deleted. 

41. Rqr 63: l%Ia rctlcm ti not relati to actml lareee rt I)vor&hnk. 

42. Rqe 65, psragra#~ 31 The figure of 100 mterm fra wter for river 
otter and 200 metere for bmver are again difficult to aaxpt givem the 
tqmgraphy and veptation at ~rmtnk. Tim author obuld be aekd to either 
pOvI& mtion of tha ~1IcabIlIty of the cited raferarrs to the 
habitat at lMoro!ak or to edify the habitat fI(lJmm. ArItkm?tIc should agein 
k checked, l lnce the acreage lieted for river ott8r In In error (referrra e. 
&ove) md a 200 mter mtrip etmuld yield exactly trio the acreego of a 100 
rter atrip, yet In the text It dmr mt (7,030 acra X 2 n 14,060 acre, not 
12,360). If not all of the Clunmter and Ltr trIbut.arIer were ruItz4ble for 

34. This lssur and strategy saems to apply to the DworshJc ProJect aI 
It points out the Importance and decllnlng ecrrage of rhlte-talled 
dew wlnterlng areas. 

Y5. Parklng lots, roads, bulldlngs, etc. permanently remove the 
potential of soma acres of habltat to support the annual 
productlon of wlldl Ife. Al so, rhllo human disturbance Is 
generally not a factor durlng tha wlntor, the daslgnatlon of thesa 
areas for rocreatlon has constrelned their davolopment potential 
for on-site mltlgatlon for wlldllfe. Most of the less steep and 
most productive eraas sround the reservolr have been deslgnatad 
for rocrratlon. 

Y6, seofbb. I. 

37. Incorporated Into text. 

38. Noted, m No. 6. 

39. NOM. 

40. Incorporrtod Into tut. 

41. Our contract with BPA requlros that management goalr for targOt 
speclas bo Included In this report. 

42. Noted. !4oa MO. 6. 



bemmr, thim huldbeclarifhd. The textonlyatahr thrtportianahdtoo 
rteq a gradient for 60 wtablbtment. 

43. bge 66: Mereme ohmld be m& thnt tre ma actively purrwd and 
rdloctod proportiofully to cum& 

44. Ibg~ 711 Referam to maqabruh @liea a major plant rpcir wu prennt 
prior to intition. ZNm appeara to be imccurate. 

45. hg~ 77, paragrm 41 The dwelopmt of brame f ieldr WM cardinted 
with the 0.6. ?iah and Wildlife Sewica and the Idaho Uqmrbmfk of Pirh UKI 
Qlr, am3 elk wan the qecir which all &aired to mmage for. Surely it was 
rwlimd and l axpbd that the demlopmnt muld have a btrbnntrrl effect on 
m l pcieB. Ifuebegintoa8miprlcnmeatnmedonmmwpwkforother 
rpciea, we will never reach the al, mince 
almmymktothedetrimkdamt.her. 

rnrgrrnt for one mpcie will 

(6. Acreagm umd for lnbhta, rods, and mtructurer ue l rtlrtm and My 
mt be accurate. aarifiatian of acrugw atmuld be dr ud agreul to prior 
to the final rapat. 

47. It wm l yprek after rwieuiq tha dmmnt, l litmrture review in prt 
WB dr. Wrre mriate, refer- ahwld br r6 ratk tJnn prtiav of 
atat. 

43. Noted. 

44. Noted. 

45. The purpose of thlr rrport we8 to l xemlne Duorshek ProJect Inputs 
on ell terget rpeclor selected by the work group. 

46. l?aceusr ot ongotng lend use changes on Duorrhek proJect lends, 
ecreeger of weds, structures, etc. tend to chenge. 

47. Moted. 

I 



M JAN 2 5 1988 

COMMITTEE ’ 

January 22, 1988 

Jerry Conley 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
tizis;outh Walnut 

, Idaho 83707 

Dear Mr. Conleyr 

Attached is our cormncnts on the draft of Phase I Dworshak 
Wildlife Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan (Project 
(187-111). We hope these comments are a useful assessment and 
initiate productive discussion. Our hope is to dcvelope the best 
possible mitigation for the benefit of all wildlife impacted by 
Dworshak Dam. 

We appreciate the cooperation we have had with IDFG’s 
biologist’s and look forward to continued cooperation in thin 
matter. If you have any questione concerning our comments please 
contact Keith Lawrence at (208) 843-2253, Extension 334. 

Sincerely, 

Fish C Wildlife Sub-Committer 



NCL PCRCE TRIBE COnnENTS RWRDING DRAPT REPORT FOR 

DWDRSHAK RPA PROJECT 187-111 

The cormnentm that follow are broken down into the two l ubheadinqe of 

1) editorial, which can be characterized (IO dealing with punctuation 

or organization and 2) content, which involvee conclueionr drawn from 

the material aaaembled for thir report. 

EDITORIAL 

1. It ie our underrtendinq that it wae originally intended for the 

final report from project #El-111 and 67-406 to be combined into one 

Loan Statement for the Dworrhak project. We feel that thir is a good 

idea and ultimately the report should talk about impacta rather than 

contain a lot of verbaqe delineating Which aqency warn principal 

inveatiqator for what area or which rpsciaa. Retwecn the draft and 

final documents we need to get the principal authors toqether and 

direct them to combine the two reporte into a final document that has 

one rtudy area description and deala with Wildlife losses. 

2. Paqes seven through eleven containa aeveral open quotations. The 

reader can not tell if thin in four page8 of verbatim quotes or if 

other material is added. If the four paqes are verbatim quote8 then 

perhaps it could he net off with different size or style of print or 

summarized ln II tablr. 

Edl~orlal 

I. Dur SPA contracet does not cell for, nor fund, a cmblnatlon of )ho 
two reports. 

2. In quotlng long passages, quotstlonr ere pieced et the tlrst of 
each persgreph, end only pieced et the end of the lest peregreph 
of the quotstlon f Sherman end Johnson, 1983, Modern TechnIcal 
Wrltlnq, p.44). 

-- 



3. An example of a miaconcaption caused by the problem cited in 12 

above ia found on page 10 paragraph 3. The quote statea that the 

Idaho Department of ?ish and Game and the U.S. ?ish and Wildlife 

Sorvlce reopened negotiations. However, it is unclear AA to who wee 

lnvolvrd in there negotiations, bocauao the quot. is not closed or 

attributed. 

4. A more complete discussion of the whitetail habitat nceda could 

bo constructed from recent publications like the White-tailed Deer 

Habitat Management Guidelinea by Jageman or Owena work in Northern 

Idaho. Theme citation8 may bo more relevent than the reference in 

paragraph 2 on page 35 to the 1967 Clearwater ?oreat Management Plan 

INS. Our concern here ia that the value of old growth timber may be 

over emphaaixed to the detriment of forba and graaaea which 

regionally ia an important fall and spring nutritional source and ia 

obtained In bruahland or opan coniferous typea AA stated in the U.S. 

?iah and Wildlife Service Report from 1960, quoted on page 36. 

5. The meeting minutea may be intar8mting in a draft report. 

However, since everyone in the work group as well aa Bonneville Power 

Administration haa the notes we feel they ahould be deleted from the 

final product. 

6. The acknowledgement on page 13 is that original management 

agreementa between the Idaho Department of Tiah and Game and the 

Idaho State Land Board and Potlatch are ineffective, combined with 

the assertion from page 26 that .a majority of the land adjacent to 

3. Noted. So. MO. 2. 

4, Incorporated Into text. 

5. BPA raquertad that ve Include mlnutos of coordlnatlon maatlngs In 
our report. 

6. Idaho Fish and Gsma rlll continua to W&I rlth federal, etato. and 
pr I vata 1 and managers. Management practices not posslblr In the 
past may ba posslblo In the futurr. 



the project lands la owned by Potlatch Corporation or the State 

Department of Lands’ would appear to negate the effectiveness of any 

action onbodiad in tha IDF b G plane quoted in f 2, 3 and 4 on page 

33. By tha reports own admiaaion all management atrategiea short of 

land acquisition have failed. 

CONTISNT 

1. Our first concern is that the Impact Aaaeaament for elk on page 

31, when combined with Idaho Department of Piah and Wildlife 

Management Goals on page 32 and 34 and the Management Strategiea on 

page 33 and 34 tend to indicate that although full mitigation of elk 

loare# due to the Dvorahak project have not been obtained, the Idaho 

Department of Piah and Game plans to continue to work with the Corps 

of tngineera to attempt to meet the goala they agreed upon in 1983. 

Barring that, .Tho department will conrider for purchare elk winter 

ranges of critical importance.~ Queationa arire am to what are the 

ID? C G yearly budget and regional prioritiea for winter range 

acquisition within the State and which range or ranges does the IDF b 

G intend to buy this year? 

Without including a disclaimer in thir section that the Deportment 

doer not intend to acquire land8 to mitigate for the effect of power 

generation at Dworrhak it la not clear why the Northwest Power 

Planning Council or Bonneville Power Adminimtration should pursue 

additional elk mitigation at Dworahak in lieu of the Department 

asserting it am 6 Corpa and Department rerponaibility. Additionally 

Contant 

I. Any blg gaM rlntor ranga acquired rlth IDfQ funds rlll not bo 
conrldored mltlgatlon for another agoncy@a actlonr. 



it la our recollection of the October 15, 1997 meeting that the work 

group, upon hearing the input of Dan Davia that the Cleat-water 

National ?oreat her allocated significant acreage upatraam from the 

Smith Ridge area ma Elk Winter Range, concluded that thia may be a 

suitable area for future off-rite mitigation mince the goal of 1.83 

million pounds of browso had not been most in any of tha four years 

mince the agreement wee made. The point la, the group recognized 

that oft-alto nitigation for rlk is probably needed in the future and 

this section doas not clearly state that. 

2. There are a few concerns raised in thr report that are not 

treated conaiatently throughout the text. U.S. Fiah and Wildlife 

Service Reports are referenced aa putting the loaa of elk a mule deer 

at 915 animala and white-tailed deer at a 3000 animal herd with 409 

loasaa. The aaaesamenta by the Fish and Wildlife Service of deer and 

elk loaaea were and cantinue to be very credible. The current work 

statements call for uaing all exiating information vhere 

appropriate. What la the rational in adopting the 915 figure while 

rejecting the 3000 deer figure, when an IDF b G Biologist working 

on-alto for several years la quoted as agreeing with the 408 loaa 

figure. It seems clear that we need more juatitication for utilizing 

a HIP for white-tailed door. A HEP analyaia waa l trongly recommended 

for White-Tailed deer at the October 15, 1987 consultation meeting by 

people familiar vith the process. We were not familiar with HIP and 

the l aaociated data collection procedures at that time but we 

l ndoraed any procedure that would be more accurate than the U.S. 

Piah and Wildlife Service eatimatea. Upon review of the white-tailed 

2. Agrmntr on rlk mltlgetlon have baon reached aftor more than 20 
years of rtudlbr and nagotlatlons batraen the USAQ, IDFG, and 
USFWS. Othrr agenclrs such as the USFS, ISLE, and USELM have also 
bean Involved. No speclflc mltlgatlon has t&on place for any 
other rlldl Ifs spulos. A HEP nil I Incorporate knorledga galnad 
from past and prosent studlos on targot rlldllfo rpeclas and thalr 
habitats and creata standerdlrad, manageabla unl ts of measure 
roflectlng both quantity and quality of habltat Impactad. It also 
Is a useful tool to monitor bonrflts fra mltlgatlon actlvltlas. 
A HEP lncludrs the opportunity for the work group to modify 
l xlstlng target speclrs models (such as rhlia-tallad daer) to flt 
habltat condltlons In northarn Idaho. As polntrd out by tlaazon 
(I%0 and other pra-tkorshak studlas, rhltctallod dear vora 
dlff lcul t to count and tha nunbarr Sean dapendod upon the tlm of 
day the count was mado. 



door HCP model we found it was constructed using research from the 

hardwood forests of the southaaat U.S. We also assume that 

vegetation measurements would be made from habitata adjoining the 

lake. Measurements collected in 1966 from habitats above 1600 msl, 

16 years after tha land waa first innundated may not be 

repreaentative of the original land. Current rosearch suggests that 

the biology of the white-tailed doer in Idaho is unlike that of 

eastern l ubapecies in reproductive capacity and habitat use. 

Acknowledging theae ditticulties we do not yet perceive how a HEP for 

white-tailed deer will provide a more accurate estimate of losses 

than those currently on record. 

3. On page 46 the ID? L G manaqeaanent isauea state that 

l Fluctuationa and lowering of pool elevation during winter increases 

loss of deer on and through ice: The principal investigator, on 

page 37, cites loraes from 1971 and framer the problem in a past 

tense. James M. Peek in chapter 26 of White-tailed Deer Ecology and 

Management cites similar l significant predation” occurred in 

1975-76. The reader is left with an unclear picture of the 

continuing acope of this problem or how the proposed HEP will define 

it. 

4. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is quoted on page 31 

stating the preliminary browae production eatimatea for Dworshak 

Project lands falls far ohort of the agreed upon qoal of 1.83 million 

pounds. What parcrntaqe of thr goal has been achieved? If tha- 

lnformatlon rxintn to state the mltlqntlon goal ban not b-rn 

3. An o, dlacuared at lcnnth In an rarltrr coordlnrtlon rctlnn In 
Lapwal. It I# dlfflculr to UIC my mathod to a*1 l true handle on 
thr numh*t of deer ouccunblna to drownIn and prcdrtlon annually 
st fhmrmhah. thr inundrclon of the critical. lnr l levltlon rlntrr 
rrnEr ha* led Co thin problem. 

4. Inrorporatrd Into tcxl nftrt Infnrm~tlon rrrrlvrd from ItSACt! 
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FEB 0 2 1988 

United Stater 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest Clearwater 
S#?WiCO 

12730 Highway 12 
NlltiOnOl Orofir~o. ID 8jr,hh 
Forest 

Cerinu for the Lnnd and>qv!ng-PooPlc ______- __ 

Reply to: 2600 

Date: January 27, 1988 

Jerry Conlay. Director 
600 S. Walnut 
Box 25 
Rolse. ID 83707 

Deer Jerry: 

We have rovtcwed the Drnft Report. 
Mitt.qntlon. 

Phnse 1 of the Wlldlifc Protection, 
and Enhancement Planning of Dworshnk Reservoir. We fully support 

the efforts of all agmctea and interested partlee to document thr! we Id1 1 fr! 
losses created by the tnundntion of Dworshak Reservoir. WI. nlso fully 
support the development of Comprchcnsive Ilitigation and Enhancomcnt Plerl t.hnt 
would address these lonacs. 

We found no major problems or concerns with the Phase 1 Drnft Report. Thr 
authors did 811 excellent job of documenting the avntlable informntlon end 
prapnring the report. 

Slncerely. 

rs woo m t 82, 



United States Depadmmt of the Interior 

RSH AND WILDUF?l SEUVKX 

BOISE CII(LD OVICB 
4696 Ovarlnnd Road, Room 676 

2.0iae, Idaho R3706 

Jmnuary 29, 1966 

Mr. Jerry M. Conley 
Director 
Idaho Dapartmant of fish and Umme 
Dox 25 
Boimo, Idmho 63707 

R.: Rovteu of Draft Dwormhak WildlIfe 
Protwtton, Mitlgatkon, and 
Inhancwant Plmn, Phame 1 

Dear Mr. Conley: 

The U. S. Iimh end Uildlifo Sorvico (Servtce) hno reviewed the 
rofaraxed draft rrport, mad wa hmve the following general and 
l pactfic comm.nt*. 

uo l groo that l Habltmt Evaluation Procedure (HBP) in needed to 
furthor l memm the net effmctr of the Dworahak ProJect on 
wildlife and their habltmtm. IMP w.. developed l pacifically for 
l *m*mming wtldlifo Lmpactm l raociatod with water-related 
proJocta. the l xi*t ing mr*omomant roflsctm only chmngem in 
quantity of habitat. Vain* HIP, we cm evaluate the change in 
quality l nd quantity of habitat within tbe proJact aroe. 

flc COW 

1. p. 12, P2, r8ntmc8 3. We question 1f needing of rondm, fAre 
ltnom, and log landtngr l hould bm credited am l ittgmtion; rather, 
tt should be conalderod reclmmatlon (for moil l tmbiliration). 

2. p, 13. oumntlfy (gorvur *la&& l ittgstion to data for elk 
lomaem. 

3. p. 26. Summariro in l table the acreage lomaem by type of 
;;Imtructton (0. g., lommoa duo to tnuodatton, road*, rocraation, 

, and powerhoura). 

4. P. 31, P3, rentonce 4. The work group rhould conmtder 
reovaluattog the loam raaeammont for elk. 6ma.d on dimcuwlonr et 
work group l oetingm, the broumo productlon goal l ppmrently cmn 
not bo mot on Corpr project landn and would be dtfficult on off- 
mite lmndm. Currently, proJmct lands provide l corridor of 

U.S. FISH NJ WILDLIFE SERVICE 

1. Incorpofetd Into text. 

2. lncorporrtod Into ioxt. 

3. Incorpofstod Into towt. 

4. Hotod. 



timbered cover .urround.d by primarily clsnrcutm. I* creation of 
morn brow.. field. on proJect land. l pproprimts when timber on 
tho.e land. probably provide. critical wildlife cover? 

6. P.31, P3, .ent.nc. 5. 8.r.d on . per.onal co..unlcation with 
the U. 8. Army Corp. of Engineer. (Corps) in the Pham. I Plan, 
th. l .ount of brow.. produced to date i. for rhort of the *greed 
upon goml for 916 Blk. In l recent publication, t.he Corpm 
(1967)’ state. that proJect I.nd. “...mre betng devsloped for 
*inter range .nd, with development about 60 percent couplets, mre 
.upporting . .ignific.nt portion of th. identified require.ant of 
916 elk.” The.0 .tmte..nt. .ee. contradictory end l n accurate 
l **a**ment of the brow.. production .u.t bm determined to help 
defin. .itlgmtion for elk lo..e.. 

6. p.41, P2, rantonce 4. Although hum.n dirturbmnc. i. not . 
f.ctor .t moat racromtion rite. during uint.r, the crortion of 
there .ro.. hmr precluded h.blt.t dovslopmnt of on-•ite l.nd. 
for comp.n..tion of wildlife lomram. 

7. p. 65, P3, l ont.nc. 2. Crmmtlon of browa field., con.I.tlng 
.o.tly of rod.tom (Cemnothu. l n. 
benefit to ruff.d grou.. (bon.:. 

QEt!4l!). hm. hmd little if mny 
u.b.llu.). R.d.t.m i. not one 

of th. fruit or bud producing sbrub. thmt l rm regularly conmumad 
by ruff.d grouse. 

8. p.69. th. work group .hould rsmvalut. the *elect ion of 
C.n.d. gooro (b.nta c.n&&) l nd l .ll.rd (An.* olrtvrhuncho.) 
. . tmrget .p.ci... B...d on the llt.r.ture review in the Ph.... I 
plan, th. Worth Cork of tb. Cl..rw.tor River hm. r.c.ived li.ited 
hi.toric.1 l nd prmesnt u.. by u.torfowl. Wmterfowl hrbi tmt 
lo.... or g.In. duo to r..srvolr con.truction would be difficult 
to document. 

9. p. 81. Pro- mnd post-pro.lect h.bit.t .creag.. .hould he 
l .tl..t.d for ml1 target .pecIe.. 

In conclumion, th. Ssrvic. .upport. tha plan of .ctton. 
HBP for th. lo.. . . . . ..m.nt would b. con.i.tent 

Uming 
with h.bitmt 

.v.lu.tion effort. being pl.nnmd for the Lower Snake River 
ProJ.ct.. thl. course of .ction I. con.l.tsnt with the Intent of 
the Fimh l nd Wildlife Coordinmtioo Act of 1956, . . **ended, and 
th. H.t.r Rwourcm. Act of lS66. 

1 U.S. Army Corp. of Rnglnoer. 1987. W.t.r re.ourc.. davelop.cnt I 
in Idmho 1967. Wmllm Wmllm Dirtrlct. 66 p. I 

Y. Incofporrtd Into text. 

6. Accordlng to thr drrlt DwrrhJc Wlrtw Plan (USACE 198Sb), 
1 

olnt 
um of thrro Iondr Ior ~lldllt~ mmgomont rlll bo perml tad, 
provldod such uso rlll not advrrsoly attoct thr banlc rcroatlon 
vsluor. 

7. Motmd. 

6. Hotad. 

9. M&ltrt mcramgmr h.vo bmon l st1nst.d for *II t.rg.t .pmcl.. rhor. 
enough l xlrtlng InformatIon Is svallable. Uatorfowl end quatlc 
furboeror acrreger should bo drtwmlned In an lnt~qency work 
group work sosalon, ualng pert and prosent rtudlor. 
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DEPARTMENT OF LAWS 
St. Ja Ata OmCr (MS) 2464551 
lrn Malx Awwh St. Mark& ldxho IJIb 

Iddt0 rmw.md of rid8 d a- 
P.O. Box 25 
Boiw, ID g)70’7 

AmI: Allyn Mllau! 

II: Dwormbmk Wildlife Protection, Uitiration uld Imhutcamt 
Plan, Pbmo 1 

Dar Allyw 
b 

Per IDm requat, form1 cwtr an tha draft plan are u folla: 

A. Dotai1m 

1. llsa bi*tory l ctho l igtd bD wtpMded raadut on pm#e 
11 ro#mrdin# efforta to plum landa on Smith RId#a that 
tam imrtant for l itlgmtion under IDm me:mnt. 
After it hd becca apparent that Joint magwot for 
both titir 4 big ‘ue uu oot vi&la, u M 
l ltonutlw It wu l ygmmtmd by tb State Land Bomrd 
thmt l lmnd mxchmngs be cmrrimd out bmt- the IDL mnd 
the USfS thmt would plmc. thm Saith RldSe lmn& into 
IJWS ownmrmbip. Iho USFS could them work with tbm CO9 
and IWU to mchlmva domired mitigmtion muaent. 
Attached are coplea of recorb of that proposal. A9 you 
Carl ..a, th. usrs wu not rec*pt1va. It La further 
rmcollmctd that Sanmtor Church lntroducmd lm#rmlmtion 
to cmrry out thim l xcbmn~m, but lt fmilmd to pmmm. 

2. Under IllrJamct ksw-t_ on pum 31 and 32 U, 
mconaic momlymlm mppmmrm qwmtionmbla. QuotinS fra 
tlu text, 

“A cooperative study of the economic impmct of elk 
hunting in Idmho rmcsstly cagleted by IDm and the 
USFS mmtirtmd the vmlw of . WFUD (Wlldlifm and 
Ctah User Day) in 1962 at $100. ln 1961. ul 
utirtmd 36,400 hunter dmym were l pant in IDN Big 
amat Uoit# 10 and 101, which lm where the D*ormhmk 
ProJect 1, locmted. This rapresantr 8 net wlw of 
CJ,640,000 for the Dwor&ak ProJect Area.” 

EQUAL OPWFlNNlTY EMPU)YER 

IDANO DEPARTHEN Of LANDS 

1. Incorpormtrd Into text. 

2. Incorporatmd Into text. 



IDrn 
ATIW: Allyn Mmul- 
Jmnuuy 20, 1SW 
Pm@ 2 

Comidmriag tbmt tbm proJo& mm lm but l rmImtivaly 
ull pmrt of Umlta 10 and IDA, it l - hmpproprimtm 
to l ttributo thm math rtirtod oconaic vmlum for thm 
two kuhitm to thm pro&& ua l loam. 

3. 
:8i!z !iiPEv= 

l mctial, on pmgo u it im 

buvat In loBI.“; l ‘* 
l upportod 7a of tbm l tmtridm 

b&i10 011 MO 46 it rmp “Thir wti 
catalwd 7(R of tbm rtmtmwidm huvwt Ia m4." 

0. coocluiow mDd C-to 

1. Clmuly, additiooml dtigatioo im ia odor and loag 
OVOdW. 

2. h or&r to dmfinm thmt mitig8tim, mdditioaml Witat 
lnforrtioa ia nndod. Itmppmumthmbat mppraachim 
tbm Sdit~t Ivmlumtion Procmduro, Y it im l pmcific for 
rmamIn# wildltfm iqrtm fra bydtwlmctric proJmctm. 
Ibim l tudy Im rmc- for i~cluioa during Pbmmo II. 

3. Tbm 1-t puqrmpb, on w 86, iglir thmt Itortlmmt 
citimmm um tbm bnvy for tbm fmiluro to providm 
mitigmtioo in l tirly mr. Uot l o, & thim 
pvyrpb mbould bm dm1.t.d. 

Am im l tmtod 00 puo 84, in rafow to tbm ymdmrml 
lae0 krtlmmt Par Act, 

I . . . thm Abiaimtrator l bmll w thm llonomvlllm 
Patu ~iaimtrmtion fuA mad thm l utboritimm 
nmil&lo to thm tiinimtrmtor under thim Act mnd 
other lm tiloimtermd by thm tiinlmtrmtor to 
protmct, mit1gmt0, and alhoncm fimh mnd uildlifo to 
tbm utmat l ffmctmd by tba dmvmlopant mnd 
opormtioa of amy hydromlmctric proJo& of thm 
Colubim River and itm tributuimm.” 

D*orrbak im l fmdmnl projmct curimd out undmr tbm 
muthority of fmdmrml mgmncimm. Indeed, l itigmtlon 
l hould kvo bnn mcco@imbmd ymarm qo. Thmt it *y 
not im l ttributdlo to tbm fmilun of the fmdmrml 
#ova-t mnd vmrlow fmdmrml mgeocimm to *ark 
coopmrmtivmly togmtkr for tbm cm aood. Worttwmmt 
cltimmm do mot dictmtm to tbm fmdmrml govmrrrmt mmd 
ita ymncir; tbm mlity im quite thm rmvmrmm. 

5. uotmd, 

1. Incorporatad Into tut. 

2. Incorporatmd Into tut. 

3. uotmd. 

m 
0 



1Drn 
ATTR: Allyn Mmulamnn 
Jmnumry 20, 1988 
Pmam 3 

Overall, m colendmbls Job wmm done on your Phama 1 report. It im 
thorough, within the limitm of avmilmble knowledge, and thum very 
informative. It provider m good foundation on which to build II 
cmmm l upporting mitigation mswurem in the future. 

Sincerely, A 

&%Jo!?o:(j k 
Aram Supmrvimor 



Appendix C:

Elk Counts in the Smith Ridge Area

Year               No. Elk Counted

1976 100
1977 50
1981 101
1982 201
1983 347
1984 275
1985 439

107


